
















































































































and	 his	 students,	 Peter	 Kvetko,	Nityanand	Haldipur	 and	 his	 students,	 Suresh	Vyas,	Hemant	





followed.	Another	special	 thanks	 to	 the	knight	without	 the	silver	armor,	 for	 rescuing	me	so	
many	times	and	for	his	friendship.		
I	have	been	intermittently	learning	sitar	with	several	teachers,	each	of	whom	has	helped	






with	 “almost	 correct,”	 for	 reminding	 me	 to	 feel	 the	 music,	 for	 telling	 me	 to	 play	 with	
confidence,	and	for	inspiring	me	through	his	own	playing,	I	thank	Dr.	Hemant	Desai.		
A	number	of	organizations	have	financially	supported	the	field	work	conducted	for	this	
dissertation.	 The	 Deutsche	 Akademische	 Austausch	 Dienst	 (DAAD)	 has	 awarded	 me	
scholarships	for	my	research	in	Western	Europe	and	the	USA.	The	Pols	Persson	Stichting	has	
also	financially	aided	my	research	trip	to	the	USA.	The	Internationalization	Office	of	the	Georg-
August-University	Göttingen	 supported	 a	 research	 trip	 to	 the	Ali	 Akbar	 College	 of	Music	 in	
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appears	 on	 my	 screen.	 Sitting	 on	 a	 small	 carpet	 in	 his	 room	 and	 holding	 his	 sarod,	 he	
immediately	starts	to	play.	After	about	a	minute	he	stops,	puts	down	his	instrument,	and	asks	
me,	“what	rāga1	was	that?”	Although	the	phrases	do	sound	familiar	to	me,	I	am	not	able	to	
categorize	 these	unexpectedly	encountered	sounds	 in	 terms	of	a	 specific	 rāga.	Hesitating,	 I	
answer	 that	 I	 am	not	 sure.	 In	 response,	my	 interlocutor	 looks	directly	 into	 the	 camera	and	
smilingly	suggests:	“You’ll	have	to	work	on	that,	then.”		





a	 range	 of	 scholars	 have	 mainly	 approached	 Hindustani	 classical	 (instrumental)	 music	 by	
analytically	listening	out	for	and	categorizing	it	in	terms	of	(the	various	“notes”	and	“melodic	
grammar”	that	make	up	a)	rāga.	 In	 interaction	with	several	other	historical	processes,2	such	






























Freshly	reminded	of	 these	 listening	norms,	 the	encounter	described	above	made	my	
thoughts	race.	If	I	was	not	even	able	to	identify	a	rāga	based	on	phrases	played	by	a	long-term	
disciple	of	a	prominent	instrumentalist	such	as	Ali	Akbar	Khan,	how	could	I	expect	the	musicians	
I	was	 interacting	with	 to	 take	my	 research	 seriously?	How	 could	 I	 expect	 other	 scholars	 of	
Hindustani	classical	music	to	accept	my	work?	Their	articles	and	books	are	often	grounded	in	a	
combination	of	the	abovementioned	orientalist	sources,	music	theory	derived	from	centuries-
old	 Sanskrit	 scriptures,	 and	 famously	 difficult-to-obtain	 embodied	 musical	 knowledge.5	 As	
these	 have	 become	 academically	 authoritative	 sources	 for	 knowledge	 about	 music,	 these	
publications	clearly	illustrate	these	scholars’	ability	to	listen	in	the	appropriate	manner.		
Following	cultural	theorist	Mieke	Bal’s	suggestion	“not	to	learn	something	about,	but	to	
learn	 something	 from”	 (2002:	 54),	 this	 and	 other	 moments	 of	 tension	 informed	 my	 core	
argument	 in	several	ways.	First,	 it	taught	me	that	 listening	is	a	selective	knowledge	practice	
through	which	 (tensions	 over)	 a	music’s	 aesthetic	 boundaries	 and	 content	 are	 established,	
negotiated,	and/or	rejected.	Music	is	not	an	object,	waiting	in	the	middle	to	be	heard	by	several	
equally	 valuable	 “per-auditives,	 […]	 particular	 mode[s]	 of	 listening	 out	 for	 certain	 musical	
parameters	 and	 elements”	 (van	 Straaten	 2016a,	 45).	 Instead,	 listening	 actively	 shapes	 that	
which	 is	 listened	out	 for.	Provisionally:	 listening	performs	 (cf.	hornscheidt	2012)	Hindustani	
classical	 instrumental	music.	My	 interlocutor’s	comment	 that	 I	had	 to	“work	on	 that,	 then”	

















inability	 to	 do	 so	 marked	 me	 as	 unknowledgeable.	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 by	 sonically	
demonstrating	 his	 embodied	 musical	 knowledge,	 my	 interlocutor	 showed	 himself	 to	 be	 a	
musical	authority.	He	had,	furthermore,	made	his	terms	of	listening	clear:	the	next	time	I	heard	
him	play	I	would	surely	listen	out	for	melodic	structures.		
Finally,	 before	 we	 began	 our	 conversation,	 I	 was	 expecting	 to	 lead	 the	 discussion.	
However,	flummoxed	by	this	unexpected	encounter,	my	immediate	response	to	his	suggestion	






power.	This	brings	me	to	 the	second	aspect	of	 listening	 this	encounter	 taught	me.	Namely,	
musicians	and	scholars	leverage	distinct	forms	of	selective	listening	as	discursive	tropes	in	their	
(normative	 discourses	 about)	 musical	 knowledge	 practices.	 As	 I	 illustrate	 in	 the	 chapter	
Historical	Fragments,	the	ability	to	listen	in	a	particular	way	has	become	historically	invested	
with	authority.	Problematically,	this	 involves	representing	specific	forms	of	 listening	and	the	














sound	 events	 that	 perform	 “ontologies”	 (cf.	 Bohlman	 1999;	Mol	 2002;	 Schwarz	 2003;	 Law	
2004;	 LaBelle	 2016)7	 of	Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	music.	 This	 inherent	 selectivity	 of	
listening	always	already	implies	a	not	listening	to,	and	therein	“fading	out,”	(Law	2004)	of	other	






musical	 practices	 and	 the	academic	work	on	 them—to	 the	point	 that	 these	 two	 cannot	be	
understood	as	separate	knowledge	systems—in	this	book	I	unpack	elements	at	stake	 in	this	
double	existence	of	listening.		
I	 do	 not	 simply	 critique	 the	 power-knowledge	 structures	 these	 forms	 of	 listening	
support.	Instead,	I	emphasize	the	urgency	of	denaturalizing	both	the	standards	of	listening	and	







power	 relations	 through	 musical	 knowledge	 practices,	 gharānā	 and	 academic	 discourses	
“frame”	(cf.	Bal	2002)	Hindustani	classical	 (instrumental)	music	 in	rather	different	terms.	 Its	
























Critically	 questioning	 such	 contemporary	 resonances	 of	 what	 they	 call	 the	 Audible	
Empire	(2016),	Ronald	Radano	and	Tejumola	Olaniyan	problematize	this	tendency	by	locating	














study	 and	 practice—repertoire	 as	 focus	 of	 analysis;	 value	 and	 significance	 determined	 by	
complexities	of	form—also	established	the	character	of	how	ethnomusicology	would	play	out	
as	an	academic	discipline”	(2016:	11).		




post-independence	 Hindu	 nationalism	 in	 India,	 Indian	 musicologists	 continued	 this	 covert	
politicization	of	Hindustani	classical	music	by	utilizing	it	in	their	nationalist	projects.	Influenced	
by	 the	 legitimacy	 given	 to	 orientalist	 writers,	 these	 authors	 each	 represented	 versions	 of	
musical	 knowledge	and	authority	 as	 the	norm	 to	 suit	 their	diverse	political	 aims	 (cf.	 Farrell	
1997;	 Bakhle	 2005;	Neuman	 2004;	 Jones	 2013;	 Clayton	 2013).	Musicians	were—and	 are—
often	 not	 willing	 or	 able	 to	 express	 their	 musical	 practices	 on	 the	 terms,	 and	 within	 the	
categories,	 music	 scholars	 have	 used	 for	 their	 academic	 pursuits.	 Consequently,	 since	 the	
eighteenth	 century,	 studies	 have	 portrayed	 musicians	 as	 an	 irrelevant	 source	 of	 musical	
knowledge	 (cf.	 Neuman	 2004;	 Bakhle	 2005).	 From	 the	 1950s	 onwards,	 furthermore,	
ethnomusicologists	who	sought	to	prove	the	existence	of	forms	of	musical	mastery	other	than	
the	 European	 art	 music	 canon	 as	 a	 counter	 narrative	 to	 historical	 musicology,	 produced	
canonizing	master	narratives	of	 their	 gurus.	While	 these	new	musical	 subjects	 and	 tools	 of	
canon-building	can	be	understood	as	attempts	to	rid	the	discipline	of	colonial	guilt,	such	master	
















necessary	 to	move	beyond	normative	 aesthetic	 and	 scholarly	 boundaries	 and	 to	 legitimate	
Hindustani	classical	(instrumental)	music	as	a	valid	topic	of	academic	research.	However,	as	I	
illustrate	 in	 more	 depth	 in	 the	 following	 chapters,	 most	 studies	 relied	 on,	 and	 thereby	
	 12	
reproduced,	 the	 very	 structures	 of	 musical	 knowledge	 and	 power	 that	 they	 sought	 to	
transcend.	This	tendency	continues	today:	studies9	of	Hindustani	classical	music	still	portray	
their	object	of	study	as	academically	 relevant	because	of	 its—often	mystified—melodic	and	











Many	 of	 these	 developments	 are	 not	 unique	 to	 Hindustani	 classical	 music	 studies.	
Ethnomusicology,	a	“field	of	study	caught	up	in	fascination	with	itself”	(McAllester	1979:	188),	
has	 become	 a	master	 in	 collecting	 the	world’s	 perceived	musical	 curiosities,	 “so	 varied,	 so	




the	 imperial”	 (Radano	 and	 Olaniyan	 2016:	 13).	 Namely,	 in	 their	 attempts	 to	 acknowledge	
difference	through	celebratory	comparison,	studies	reinforce(d)	rather	than	deconstruct(ed)	
colonially	 connoted	 distinctions	 between	 East	 and	 West,	 embodied	 and	 notated	 musical	
knowledge,	and	tradition	and	modernity.	Exemplary	of	the	various	musicologies’	unsuccessful	
attempts	 to	“assuage	 the	 trauma	of	 three	centuries	of	colonialism”	 (McAllester	1979:	180),	
Hindustani	classical	music	studies	“struggles	to	contain	the	historical	processes	at	stake	in	its	



















Rāga,	 from	 a	 root	 rañj,	 ‘to	 be	 dyed,	 to	 glow’	means	 ‘colour’;	 hence	 colour	 of	mind,	 i.e.	 emotion.	 Its	
European	analogue	will	therefore	be	whatever	gives	colour	to	a	piece	of	music;	and	since	this	may	be	
according	 to	 circumstances	 melody,	 harmony,	 counter-point,	 or	 instrumentation,	 but	 most	 of	 all	
harmony,	 we	 have	 no	 real	 equivalent	 for	 a	 word	 which	 applies	 technically	 only	 to	 melody.	 Rāga	 is	
connected	with	Rakti,	 ‘affection’.	Rāga	 is	 Sanskrit,	 and	 is	used	 in	 this	book	when	 the	general	 sense	 is	
intended;	 […]	 Its	 usual	 translation	 is	 'melody-type',	 or	 'melody-mould',	 or	 even	 'tune'.	 If	 it	 must	 be	
translated,	perhaps	'Mood'	would	convey	as	much	as	is	compressible	into	one	word.	Its	definition	is	rather	














in	 terms	 of	 European	 art	music	 concepts,	 often	 referred	 to	 as	 “western.”	Musicians	 often	
mobilize	 a	 contrasting	 discourse,	 emphasizing	 that	 rāga	 is	 analytically	 ungraspable	 and	










power	and	knowledge	at	stake	 in	 its	formation.	However,	as	 is	the	case	 in	ethnomusicology	
more	broadly,	despite	some	recent	notable	exceptions,	the	study	of	Hindustani	classical	music	
has	remained	“naïvely	oblivious”	not	only	“to	its	own	culpability	in	imperial	projects”	but	also	







can’t	 compare	 him	 with	 Josh.	 They	 occupy	 a	 completely	 different	 place	 within	 the	Maihar	 gharānā.	
(anonymous	(ethno)musicologist	about	another	ethnomusicologist)	
	













pains	 in	 my	 body,	 fears,	 insecurities,	 insensibilities,	 passions,	 regrets,	 uncertainty,	




screamed	 at	 and	 then	 hung	 up	 on	 for	 having	 learned	music	 with	 a	 particular	 person,	 and	
refused	as	a	student	by	another	teacher	because	I	lacked	(funding)	money.	My	sitar	playing,	
singing	 and	 listening	 abilities,	 let	 alone	 my	 ability	 to	 produce	 any	 knowledge	 worthy	 of	 a	
dissertation,	were	constantly—and	often	aggressively—questioned	or	simply	dismissed.	I	was	
almost	 never	 allowed	 to	 make	 the	 audio-recordings	 that	 I	 wanted	 to	 use	 as	 data	 for	 my	
research,	 leaving	 me	 wondering	 how	 on	 earth	 I	 could	 prove	 what	 I	 learned	 without	 such	























I	 came	 to	 understand	 the	many	 frictions	 I	 encountered	 throughout	 the	 research	 as	




2016b;	 Kramer	 2016)	 approach.	 I	 seek	 to	 lay	 bare	 “the	 enabling	 constructs	 of	 […modes	 of	













mizrab.	How	 this	 stroke	 is	 executed,	 and	 the	desired	 sound	qualities	 resulting	 from	 such	 a	
stroke,	 is	one	of	the	first	things	a	sitar	student	 learns.	How	this	da	stroke	is	executed,	then,	
might	appear	to	be	a	very	basic,	almost	irrelevant	musical	detail.	However,	the	sound	resulting	


















(lack	 of)	 sustain	 and	 precision	 of	 the	 melodic	 phrase:	 these	 are	 just	 some	 of	 the	 aspects	
influenced	by	and	or	interacting	with	that	one	musical	detail.	Listened	out	for,	it	can	become	
one	element	in	the	aesthetic	judgment	of	a	performance,	musician,	riyāz,	tālim,	or	recording.	





while,	and	about,	 listening.	When	 I	 listen	out,	which	 (musical)	elements	do	 I	 listen	out	 for?	


























belonging	 to	 the	musical	 lineage	 known	 as	Maihar	 gharānā,	 I	 examine	 (musical)	 tactics	 of	
negotiating	the	historically	established	knowledge-power	relations	that	inform	how	they	can	
sound	out	in	the	present.	I	treat	as	“multiple”	(cf.	Mol	2002)	that	which,	within	gharānā	and	






































sanctity	 of	 already	well-known	 conceptual	 directions	 of	 exploration”	 (Radano	 and	Olaniyan	




the	 somewhat	 unconventional	 elements	 that	 comprise	 this	 book.	 The	 chapter	 furthermore	







the	 remembering	 of	 these	 three	 instrumentalists	 has	 higher	 stakes	 for	 those	 doing	 the	
remembering	than	for	those	remembered.		
	 In	the	following	chapter,	I	listen	out	for	several	nuances	that	are	categorized	and	valued	
as	 “sound.”	 Starting	 from	 several	 moments	 during	 which	 this	 notion	 was	 leveraged	 as	 a	
listening	 category,	 I	 illustrate	 how	 the	 musical	 details	 listened	 out	 for	 as	 “sound”	 vary,	
emphasizing	 that	 its	 sonic	 parameters	 are	 actively	 kept	 ambiguous.	 I	 examine	 the	 double	
existence	 of	 listening	 in	 relation	 to	 “sound,”	 asking	 whether	 there	 might	 be	 a	 correlation	
between	 such	 discursive	 ambiguity	 and	 the	 complex	 roles	 this	 element	 plays	 in	 listening’s	




this	 perhaps	 at	 first	 sight	 clearly	 delineated	 phenomenon.	 I	 examine	which	 sonic	 elements	
musicians	manipulate	as	(dimensions	of)	note	in	their	performing	the	boundaries	and	content	
of	 Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	 music.	 In	 ‘Virtuosity	 between	 “Flirting,”	 “Rape,”	 and	
“Abstinence”,’	I	build	on	the	findings	from	the	previous	chapters	to	explore	elements	of	this	
highly	debated	phenomenon	of	virtuosity.	Examining	several	ways	in	which	musicians	listen	out	




into	 relationships	 within	 sangīt	 encounters	 mirrors—performs—the	 fragmentary,	 selective,	
and	relational	nature	of	these	knowledge	practices.	Exploring	the	double	existence	of	listening,	











In	 their	 quests	 to	 exchange,	 acquire,	 preserve	 and	 represent	 various	 forms	 of	 musical	
knowledge,	musicians	 and	 scholars	 have	 been	 roaming	 between	 the	 region	 now	 known	 as	
North	 India	and	the	rest	of	the	planet	since	the	Harappan	era	(c.	2500–1500	BCE)	(cf.	Wade	
2013:	127).	As	recent	critical	studies	have	illustrated,	from	at	 least	the	seventeenth	century	
onwards,	 such	 travels	have	been	entangled	with	processes	of	 colonization	and	political	de-
colonization,	nation	forming,	Hinduization,	caste	formation,	and	cultural	diplomacy	(cf.	Farrel	
1997;	Bakhle	2005;	Neuman	2004,	2009,	2012;	Lubach	2006;	Jones	2013;	Wade	2013).	These	
dynamics	 include	 a	 “canonization	 of	 a	 music	 theory	 based	 on	 …	 rāga”	 intertwined	 with	 a	










how	musicians	 leverage	selected	 fragments	of	past	encounters	 in	 the	present.	Zuckerman’s	
wordplay	references	the	statement	“the	sun	never	sets	on	the	British	empire,”15	a	phrase	used	
mainly	in	the	nineteenth	century	to	triumphantly	describe	the	ever-expanding	British	imperial	
power.	 Since	 its	 retrospective	 instigation	and	 labeling	 as	Maihar	 gharānā	 in	 the	1970s,	 this	
musical	 lineage	has	been	canonized	as	(one	of)	the	most	prominent	instrumental	 lineage(s).	













that	 unequal	 colonial	 power	 relations	 have	 been	 reversed,	 a	 change	 attributed	 to	Maihar	
gharānā.	A	happily	ever	after.		
However,	 as	musicologist	Gerry	Farrell	 also	points	out	 in	 Indian	Music	and	 the	West	
(1997),	 the	 situation	 is	 slightly	 more	 complicated.	 Farrell	 critically	 assesses	 the	 unceasing	
processes	 of	 (re)discovering	 “Indian	music,”	while	 it	 “has	 continued	 to	 be	 unknown	 in	 the	
West”	(1997:	1).	To	illustrate	this	challenge,	he	cites	the	example	of	Ravi	Shankar	and	Ali	Akbar	
Khan	tuning	their	respective	instruments	during	the	Concert	for	Bangladesh	in	New	York,	USA,	
in	1971.	This	moment	has	been	captured	on	audio-visual	media.	At	 the	 time	of	writing	 this	




applause	 that	 follows	 starts	 softly	 but	 becomes	 louder	 as	 more	 people	 join.	 In	 response,	
Shankar	humorously	 indicates	 a	distinction	between	 the	 tuning	and	 the	playing	part	of	 the	





categorizes	 the	 audience	 as	 unknowledgeable	 about	 the	 music	 they	 encountered.	 This	
categorization	was	 based	on	 a	 response	 as	 part	 of	 their	 listening	 act.	 As	 the	 response	was	
already	 in	 the	 past,	 this	 left	 the	 audience	 little	 room	 to	 negotiate	 this	 categorization.	
Furthermore,	Shankar	constructed	himself	as	knowledgeable,	and	hence	an	authority,	on	the	
music	he	is	about	to	play.	He	thus	implicitly	legitimated	the	sounds	the	audience	was	about	to	








moment	on	 YouTube	as	 “Ravi	 Shankar”	doing	 a	 “warm	up,”	which	mislabels	 the	moment’s	
musical	function	and	excludes	the	three	other	musicians	present,	seems	to	confirm	Farrell’s	
diagnosis	twenty	years	after	its	publication.		
I	 agree	 that	 this	 moment	 can	 be	 taken	 as	 symptomatic	 of	 some	 of	 the	 lingering	
complications	 of	 historical	 processes.	 However,	 Farrell’s	 own	 normative	 interpretation	
highlights	that	musicological	disciplines	do	not	operate	outside	of	these	dynamics.	His	depiction	
illustrates	 a	 broader	 trend	 in	 (ethno)musicological	 examinations	 of	 Hindustani	 classical	
(instrumental)	music.	Such	studies	construct	one	mode	of	 listening	as	 the	standard	 form	of	
engaging	 with	 this	 music.	 Here,	 the	 ability	 to	 at	 least	 distinguish	 between	 tuning	 and	
performance.	 The	members	 of	 the	 audience,	 so	 Farrell	 implies,	 failed	 to	 listen	 out	 for	 and	
recognize	 the	 musical	 parameters	 that	 would—should—have	 enabled	 them	 to	 make	 this	








throughout	 the	 two	 centuries	 of	 musical	 encounters	 he	 examines,	 have	 been	 labeled—or	
better,	 claimed—as	 Indian	 music.	 However,	 perhaps	 because	 it	 remains	 undefined	 and	




Farrell	 furthermore	 reproduces	 several	 problematic	 binaries:	 between	 India	 and	 the	
West,	 between	 musicians	 and	 listeners,	 and	 between	 superficial	 versus	 real	 musical	






forms	 and	 specificities	 of	 musical	 encounters.	 This	 furthermore	 ignores	 that	 the	 subjects	
involved	 play	 out	 various,	 often	 conflicting,	 interests	 through	 their	 listening	 practices.	 It	
likewise	 fails	 to	 recognize	 the	 “range	 of	 individual	 and	 collective	 interests”	 at	 play	 in	 such	
encounters,	which	are	not	always	“necessarily	directly	correlated	to	specific	identity	positions	
like	 ethnicity,	 social	 class,	 gender,	 or	 national	 affiliation”	 (ibid.:	 22).	 Finally,	 this	 approach	
ignores	 that	 musicians	 are	 “sometimes	 complicit	 in,	 even	 advocates	 of	 political	 projects	
structured	by	asymmetrical	power	relations”	(ibid.:	22).	Portraying	the	audience	at	the	Concert	
for	 Bangladesh	 as	 unknowledgeable	Western	 listeners,	 then,	 fails	 to	 take	 into	 account	 the	
variety	of	people	and	their	(listening)	aims.	It	reduces	and	fixates	the	audience	to	one	identity	
and	judges	them	based	on	that	categorization.		




imperial	 power	 and	 intent.	 It	 does	 so	 because	 its	 very	 conception	 and	 form	belong	 to	 the	


















19	 The	 notion	 of	 “post”	 has	 been	 critiqued	 for	 implying	 that	 colonialism	 is	 a	 closed-off	 historical	 period	 that	 no	 longer	 influences	 or	 has	
consequences	in	the	present,	it	risks	the	assumption	its	legacies	and	the	resulting	inequalities	and	suffering	have	been	overcome	in	the	present	




change).	 To	 this	 extend,	 post-coloniality	 allows	 us	 to	 investigate	 how	 colonial	 encounters	 are	 both	
determining,	and	yet	not	fully	determining,	of	social	and	material	existence.	(Ahmed	2000:	11)	
	
This	 approach	 inspired	me	 to	 ask	how	 selections	of	 historical	 fragments	 are	one	means	by	


















attempts	 to	 acknowledge	 difference	 …	 reinscribe	 and	 reinforce	 traditional	 …	 distinctions”	
(Radano	and	Olaniyan	2016:	13).		











studies	 such	 as	 Farrell’s	 during	 the	 past	 twenty	 years,	 the	 norms	 of	 listening	 have	 largely	
remained	intact.	Airily	labeling	colonialism’s	lingering	effects	a	“historical	‘hangover’”	(Napier	
2007a),	 (ethno)musicologists	 often	 negate	 its	 very	 real	 contemporary	 consequences.	 To	
counter	such	narratives,	I	argue	with	Radano	and	Olaniyan	that	the	residue	of	imperial	modes	
of	thought	and	listening	necessitates	an	“attention	to	the	[historical]	forces	of	empire	that	are	
[in	 part]	 constitutive	 of	 [contemporary]	musical	 conceptions	 and	 productions	 even	 in	 their	
most	vociferous	 forms	of	critique”	 (Radano	and	Olaniyan	2016:13).	More	than	fifteen	years	
after	 the	 publication	 of	 a	 first	 critical	 history	 of	 the	 musicologies’	 complex	 roles	 in	 these	
dynamics	(cf.	Radano	and	Bohlman	2000),	an	active	acknowledgement	of	the	roles	remains	a	
pressing	issue.	It	is	time	to	take	a	next	critical	step	in	our	approach	to	knowledge	practices	in	









notion	 of	 “strange	 encounter”	 (2000).	 Following	 this,	 I	 selectively	 delineate	 fragmented	
remains	that,	I	argue,	continue	to	resonate	in	contemporary	knowledge	practices.	I	examine	
selected	primary	sources	paired	with	recent	critical	historiographies	on	the	topic	(Farrell	1997;	
Kobayashi	 2003;	Neuman	 2004;	 Bakhle	 2005;	 Lubach	 2006;	 Bor	 2006;	 Abels	 2010;	 Clayton	
2013;	 Jones	 2013;	 Wade	 2013).	 I	 do	 not	 seek	 to	 reproduce	 glorifying	 singular	 historical	





















Ethnomusicologist	 Bonnie	 Wade,	 for	 example,	 examines	 historical	 processes	
interchangeably	labeled	as	“Indian	encounters”	(Wade	2013:	127),	“global	encounters”	(ibid.:	
129),	or	“Indian	musical	encounters”	(ibid.:	132)	without	specifying	what	she	means	by	these	
terms.	 Historical	 musicologist	 Ruth	 Rosenberg	 uses	 the	 concept	 to	 mean	 both	 a	 meeting	
accompanied	by	(background)	music—“Nerval’s	musical	encounter	with	the	Arab	man	at	the	
party”	 (Rosenberg	 2015:	 72)—as	 well	 as	 to	 refer	 to	 descriptions	 of	 music:	 “the	 musical	
encounters	 that	 figure	 in	 their	 travelogues”	 (ibid.:	 73).	 Ethnomusicologist	Benjamin	Brinner	
uses	the	notion	to	refer	to	two	groups	of	people	performing	together:	“[a]	musical	encounter	
between	 two	 generations”	 (Brinner	 2009:	 154).	 Similarly	 neglecting	 to	 define	 the	 concept,	
anthropologist	Amanda	Weidman	asks	how	classical	music	of	South	India	“has	been	produced”	
as	 an	 institution	 “in	 and	 through	 the	 colonial	 encounter”	 (Weidman	 2006:	 9).	 Historical	
musicologist	Annegret	Fauser	(2005)	utilizes	the	notion	to	indicate	musical	contact,	exchange,	
and	listening	experiences.	Musical	encounters,	such	studies	claim,	“reflect,”	“shape”	(Fauser	
2005),	 “express”	 (Rosenberg	 2015),	 are	 “exemplary”	 of,	 or	 enable	 an	 “understanding	 of”	
(Fauser	 2005;	 Rosenberg	 2015)	 macro-political	 processes.	 Providing	 scholars	 with	 a	 neatly	
confined	 and	 academically	 controllable	 micro-version	 of	 macro-political	 power	 structures,	




Conceptualizing	 eighteenth	 century	 musical	 descriptions	 in	 travelogues	 as	 musical	





travelogues.	 These	 contained	 epistemological	 claims	 about	 music,	 which	 constituted	 an	
“ethnographic	yardstick	that	categorized	and	hierarchically	ordered	people	according	to	their	
musical	 practices.…	Claims	about	…	music	…	became	a	basis	 for	 leveraging	 certain	 kinds	of	
music	over	others”	(ibid.:	7).	Her	understanding	of	writings	about	music	“as	a	form	of	encounter	
practice”	also	serves	“as	an	ongoing	challenge	to	the	way	we	think	about	ethnomusicology	…	a	
discipline	 that	emerged	within	 the	context	of	colonial	encounters”	 (Agnew	2013:	196).	This	






notion	 of	 encounter	 that	 recognizes	 the	 complexity	 of	 these	 relationships.	 She	 also	
acknowledges	 the	 challenges	 posed	 by	 the	 naturalized	 status	 of	 such	 epistemological	
resonances	 in	 the	present	and	theorizes	encounter	as	a	multilayered	phenomenon.	On	one	
level,	encounters	are	“face-to-face	meetings	…	where	at	least	two	subjects	get	close	enough	to	
see	 and	 touch	 [and	 listen	 out	 for]	 each	 other”	 (Ahmed	 2000:	 7).	 She	 does	 not	 necessarily	
presuppose	a	human	person,	however.	More	generally,	encounter	“suggests	a	coming	together	
of	at	least	two	elements”	(ibid.:	7).	In	this	mode	of	thinking,	both	orientalist	Sir	William	Jones’	






(ibid.:	 7).	 The	 tensions	 over	musical	 details,	 as	 I	 described	 in	 this	 book’s	 introduction,	 are	




come	 to	be	 listened	out	 for	and	categorized	as	 the	unfamiliar,	enabling	 the	naming	of	 that	
which	deviates	from	the	standard—perhaps	understood	as	bad	music,	the	killing	of	a	rāga,	a	
horrible	 style,	 besur,	 or	 even	not	 as	music	 at	 all	 and	 therefore	 not	worthy	 of	 our	 listening	
attention.	
Crucially,	as	Ahmed	poses,	an	encounter	is	“not	a	meeting	between	already	constituted	






Rather,	 it	 is	 made	 up	 of	 relations	 that	 are	 constituted,	 negotiated,	 or	 rejected	 through	










always	 linked	 to	 past	 encounters	 and	 broader	 relationships	 of	 power.	 This	 enables	 me	 to	
consider	the	reciprocal	relationships	between	a	particular	musical	encounter	and	the	general,	
here	 the	 historically	 conventionalized	 norms	 of	 listening.	 Because	 the	 particular	 encounter	














knowledge	 structures	 that	 allow	 them	 to	 appear	 in	 the	 present.	My	 prominent	 use	 of	 this	
concept,	then,	is	meant	to	flag	my	own	problematic	position	within	the	post-colonial	dilemma.	
That	 is,	 using	 the	 concept	 in	 the	 title	 and	 throughout	 the	 book	 will	 probably	 increase	my	
readership.	Perhaps	it	even	infuses	my	writings	with	a	sense	of	authority	before	a	single	word	
has	been	read.	However,	by	invoking	its	problematic	connotations	to	increase	the	reach	of	my	
critical	 study,	 I	 ironically	 build	 on	 and	 reproduce	 the	 power-knowledge	 dynamics	 I	 seek	 to	
denaturalize.	(How)	can	I	escape	this	post-colonial	dilemma?	













as	 “an	 influence	 from	 East	 to	West”	 (ibid.:	 129).	 Such	 discourses	 have	 their	 roots	 in,	 and	
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of	 India,	 orientalist	 writers	 confronted	 musical	 practices	 with	 two	 norms.	 First,	 they	
comparatively	listened	out	for	the	sounds	they	encountered	in	relation	to	the	musical	theory	
described	 in	 the	 Brahmin	 Sanskrit	 treatises.	 Seeking	 to	 confirm	 those	 theories	 in	 musical	
practices,	 they	 were	 listening	 out	 for	 evidence	 of	 the	 greatness	 of	 India	 culture.	 Second,	











Within	 this	 context,	 (mainly	 British)	 orientalists	 and	 Indian	 scholars	 wrote	 several	 texts	 on	
“Hindu	Music”	 (Tagore	 1875).	 Often	 written	 to	 educate	 the	 “European	 public,”	 such	 texts	













musicians	 he	 encountered:	while	 the	 “Sanscrit	 books	 have	 preserved”	 this	 “theory	 of	 their	
musical	composition,	the	practice	of	it	seems	almost	wholly	lost	(as	all	the	Pandits	and	Rajas	





Sanskrit	 treatises.	 He	 simultaneously	 builds	 on	 and	 performs	 the	 authority	 of	 “Pandits	 and	
Rajas,”	to	strengthen	his	argument;	they	also	“confessed”	that	the	“art”	which	“flourished	in	
India	many	centuries	ago,”	was	now	gone.	He	also	ignored	the	large	existing	body	of	Muslim	
scholarship	on	music,	which	he	 referred	 to	as	 “the	muddy	 rivulets	of	Muselman	writers	on	
India”	 (ibid.:	 65).	 As	 Farrell	 suggests,	 although	 “Jones	 was	 clearly	 aware	 of	 contemporary	
practice	 in	 Indian	 music,	 he	 denies	 the	 massive	 contribution	 of	 Persian	 culture	 to	 the	








harmonic	 complexity	 as	 the	 musical	 standard.	 All	 other	 (descriptions	 of)	 music	 should	 be	
valorized	based	on	 this	norm.	Mode,	he	suggested,	was	principally	constructed	on	what	he	
















at	 least	 partially,	 reproduced	 through	 such	writings.	Music	 was	 performed	 as	 an	 object	 of	
knowledge	that	could	be	claimed,	explored,	and	attained	for	the	benefits	of	the	curious	and	
knowledge	 seeking	 orientalist,	 “if	 we	 please.”	 The	 distinction	 between	 “known”	 and	
“practiced,”	hints	at	a	discursive	separation	between	musical	knowledge	and	musical	practice.	
This	interpretation	is	strengthened	by	Jones’s	suggestion	that	even	learned	Musselmans	and	






















acclaimed	…	 Anoushka	 Shankar	 guarantees	 a	 breathtaking	 interpretation	 of	 the	 sitar	 concerts	 of	 her	
father,	who	 suggested	 that	 “the	 highest	 aim	 of	 our	music	 is	 to	 reveal	 the	 essence	 of	 the	 universe	 it	
reflects.”	This	evening	promises	magical	moments.	(2016,	translation	the	author)23	
	





encountered:	 “although	 the	 Sanscrit	 books	 have	 preserved	 the	 theory	 of	 their	 musical	
composition,	the	practice	of	it	seems	almost	wholly	lost”	(ibid.:	83).	Jones	dismissed	accounts	






























about	 what	 a	 rāga	might	 entail	 musically.	 Instead,	 he	mainly	 presents	 the	 reader	 with	 an	
overview	 of	 different	 scales	 of	 different	 rāgas	 based	 on	 the	 treatises	 he	 read.	 Perhaps	
originating	feverish	debates	on	the	existence	and	exact	measurements	of	srutis	that	continue	















harmony,	 textural	 complexity,	 and	 specific	 forms	 of	 structural	 development.	 This	 listening	
expectancy	was	combined	with	ideas	based	on	literature	describing	theories	of	tonal	relations,	
micro-melodic	 nuances,	 and	 rāsa	 and	 bhāva.	 During	 his	 encounters	with	musical	 practices,	
however,	he	did	not	hear	the	aspects	he	was	expecting	to	hear.	This	disjunction	between	his	
aesthetic	 norms	 and	 sounds	 he	 encountered,	 became	 the	 basis	 for	 his	 rejecting	 musical	
practices	as	aesthetically	and	academically	valuable.	This	selective	listening	was	a	knowledge	
practice	 through	which	he	 constructed	his	 notion	of	 India	 in	 comparative	 relation	 to	 other	




practice	 of	 Hindustani	 music	 to	 European	 readers:	 “it	 is	 the	 intention	 to	 lay	 before	 them	
	 36	
specimens	 of	 original	 Rags	 and	 Raginees”	 (1875:	 3).	 He	 also	 wanted	 to	 “reconcile	 current	
practice	 with	 earlier	 theory”	 (Bor	 2006:	 7).	 According	 to	Willard,	 Orientalists	 “so	 able	 and	
eminent”	(1875:	3)	as	Jones,	had	failed	to	understand	this	music.	Namely,	they	solely	sought	to	









arrived	at	 its	greatest	height	during	 the	 flourishing	period	of	 the	native	princes,	 just	a	 little	
before	the	Mahomedan	conquest,	and	its	subsequent	depravity	and	decline	since	then,	closed	
the	 scene	with	 the	 usual	 catastrophe”	 (ibid.:	 28).	 He	 furthermore	maintained	 a	 distinction	
between	 the	 forms	of	 knowledge	gained	 from	musical	 practice	 and	 those	gained	 from	and	
reproduced	 in	writing,	as	 indicated	by	his	claim	that	one	could	get	musical	knowledge	from	




























own	 terms,	 rather	 than	 comparing	 this	music	 to,	 and	 listening	 to	 it	 in	 terms	 of,	 European	
classical	music,	to	“allow	each	its	merits”	(ibid.:	51).	However,	to	understand	and	appreciate	
Hindustani	music	on	its	own	terms,	Willard	argued,	the	listener	needs	to	be	informed	about	
this	music.	Willard	 likewise	mobilizes	 this	notion	of	a	knowledgeable	 listener	when	positing	
relationships	between	 rāgas	or	 rāginees,	 time	of	day,	and	season.	He	suggests	 the	belief	 in	
these	relationships	are	mainly	the	result	of	fables,	but	nonetheless	relevant	in	musical	practice.	
Namely,	it	“would	be	reckoned	extremely	ridiculous	to	call	for	a	particular	tune	at	an	improper	
season.	 This	may	 indeed	 shew	 the	 ignorance	of	 the	 person	who	makes	 the	 request	 in	 this	
branch	of	Hindoostani	music”	 (ibid.:	69).	A	 listening	characterized	by	knowledge,	 so	Willard	
seems	to	suggest	to	his	reader,	should	be	valued.		
While	arguing	for	listening	out	on	a	music’s	own	terms,	a	comparative	tone	nonetheless	














made”	 (ibid.:	 41).	 This	 prioritization	 of	 comparison	 over	 practice	 by	 suggesting	 such	 a	
modification	echoes	Jones’s	earlier	approach.		
One	 musical	 element	 that	 Willard	 described	 in	 some	 detail	 is	 “their	 authentic”	 or	
“oriental	melody,”	the	“general	term”	for	which	“in	Hindoostan	is	Rag	or	Raginee”	(ibid.:	60–
62).	Elsewhere	he	translates	rāginis	as	“tunes”	while	noting	that	they	cannot	be	understood	in	
exactly	 the	 same	manner	 as	 tunes	 “amongst	us”	 (ibid.:	 63–70).	However,	 he	 examines	 this	
aspect	only	after	having	established	the	complexity	of	music	based	on	harmony	(ibid.:	54–59)	
in	 comparison	 to	 music	 based	 on	 melody.	 The	 only	 harmony	 that	 “Hindoostanee	 music	
generally	admits	of,	and	indeed	requires,	if	it	can	be	called	harmony,	is	a	continuation	of	its	key	





be	 criminal	 to	 trespass”	 (ibid.:	 61).	 Similar	 to	 Jones’s	 text,	 then,	 this	 illustrates	 a	 tension	
between	different	forms	and	sources	of	authority	deployed	to	authenticate	both	the	music	as	
well	 as	 Willard’s	 writings.	 The	 notions	 of	 composition	 and	 genius,	 concepts	 themselves	
borrowed	 from	 European	 art	music,	 are	 here	 invoked	 to	 construct	 the	 legendary	 status	 of	
canonical	 figures	 like	Tansen	 (ibid.:	26).	Willard	 in	 turn	uses	 this	 status,	 to	authenticate	 the	












of	 contemporary	 Hindustani	 classical	 music	 studies	 on	 rāga	 theory	 and	 analysis.	 Similarly,	
musical	instruments	are	still	mainly	described	in	terms	of	their	materiality,	leaving	questions	of	
timbre	and	its	relations	to	aesthetics	almost	completely	unaddressed.		
While	Willard’s	writings	 are	 thus	more	 nuanced	 than	 Jones’s,	 he	 largely	 reproduces	
Jones’s	 epistemological	 assumptions	 and	 norms.	 Distinctions	 between	 forms	 of	 musical	
knowledge	(written	and	embodied,	theory	and	practice)	remain	intact,	musical	concepts	are	
translated	in	terms	of	and	compared	to	European	art	musical	concepts,	which	thus	remained	












learned,	 though	 pedantic,	 treatises	 on	 doctrines	 of	 sounds,	 variations	 of	 scales	 accord	 of	 musical	
instruments,	divisions	of	modes,	singing,	and	instrumentation;	but	nowhere	does	it	appear	that	the	laws	
of	harmony	had	ever	been	discovered	or	invented;	and,	as	a	consequence,	all	Indian	music	is	wanting	this	





treatises	 rather	 than	 through	 listening	 to	musical	 practice.	 Repeating	 and	 reinforcing	 each	



















of	 nationalist-oriented	 musicologists	 such	 as	 Bhatkhande	 and	 Tagore	 can	 be	 viewed	 as	
motivated,	 in	part,	by	a	desire	to	achieve	…	legitimation”	(1999:	107)	of	Hindustani	classical	
music	as	a	national	art	form.	However,	in	pre-independence	India,	a	“reorganization	of	musical	
knowledge	 along	European	 lines”	 (ibid.)	was	one	 strategy	 to	 achieve	 this	 goal.	 Rather	 than	
reproducing	such	historiographies	here,	I	restrict	myself	to	exploring	how	selected	writings	of	
these	 authors	 constructed	 specific	 versions	 of	 Hindustani	 classical	 music	 as	 musically	 and	
musicologically	 valuable	 to	 suit	 these	 authors’	 political	 goals.	 In	 particular,	 I	 examine	 how	
listening	figured	in	these	dynamics.	
S.M.	Tagore	contributed	extensively	to	“music	education	in	his	home	city	Calcutta	during	













an	advanced	and	scientific	art	form	(cf.	 ibid.:	432).	However,	to	prove	 its	 inherent	aesthetic	
qualities,	 Tagore	 had	 to	 use	 the	 pedagogical	 concepts,	 “methods	 and	 attitudes	 of	 the	
colonizers”	 (ibid.:	 432).	 Echoing	 the	 orientalist	 notion	 that	music	 belonged	 to	 the	 realm	of	




Tagore’s	 music	 school,	 it	 was	 inconceivable	 to	 enlist	 the	 ustads	 …	 as	 possible	 teachers”	
(Neuman	2004:	338).	 In	practice,	however,	Tagore’s	music	 schools	 “did	enlist	 the	ustad	 for	
pedagogical	 purposes”	 (ibid.:	 338).	 This	 tension	between	written	and	embodied	 knowledge	
reproduces	abovementioned	anxieties	over	assorted	forms	of	knowledge.		










tune,	 printed	 in	 “western	 notation”	 and	 Sanskrit	 verses,	written	by	 Tagore	 in	 praise	 of	 the	
empress	(Capwell	2002:	197).	Combining	such	staff	notation	with	Sanskrit,	the	collection	“was	
designed	 in	 large	 part	 with	 the	 aim	 of	 displaying	 a	 rich,	 systematic,	 and	 complex	 classical	
tradition”	 (Jones	 2013:	 206).	 The	publication	 is	 consistent	with	Willard’s	writings	 in	 several	
aspects.	 The	 number	 of	 rāgas	 and	 rāginis	 these	 authors	 count	 is	 the	 same,	 and	 the	 text	
reductively	 describes	 Hindustani	 classical	 music	 in	 terms	 of	 its	 visual	 representation	 in	
rāgamālās.	Furthermore,	Tagore	utilizes	the	by	then	well-established	popularity	of	staff	notated	
Hindustani	 airs	 (cf.	 Jones	 1875;	 French	 1875;	 Farrell	 1997:	 31).	 The	 publication’s	 title,	




such,	 Tagore’s	 representation,	 like	 the	 many	 orientalist	 studies	 before	 him,	 “deliberately	
obfuscated	the	presence	of	Muslim	musicians	and	Islamic	musical	 influence”	(Capwell	2002:	
219)	on	Hindustani	musical	practices	and	its	histories.		
Ignoring	 the	 large	 variety	 of	musicking	 practices	 in	 nineteenth-century	 British	 India,	
Tagore’s	publication	actively	purified,	historicized,	and	Hinduized	visual	representations	of	a	
limited	 range	 of	 musical	 elements	 as	 Hindustani	 music	 for	 the	 British	 public.	 Like	 earlier	
orientalist	publications,	 it	prioritized	those	aspects	of	Hindustani	music	that	were	consistent	
with	Sanskrit	 texts	over	 its	many	other	sonic	elements.	 It	deemed	certain	musical	elements	
worthy	 of	 description	 and	 representation.	 By	 making	 choices	 about	 which	 elements	 to	
represent,	and	which	to	leave	out,	without	making	those	choices	explicit,	such	texts	powerfully	




specific	 modes	 of	 relating	 to—listening	 out	 for,	 thinking,	 and	 writing	 about—Hindustani	
classical	music	is	Tagore’s	Hindu	Music	(1875).	This	article	responds	to	a	debate	sparked	by	a	
letter	 published	 in	 the	Hindoo	 Patriot	 on	 15th	 September	 1873	 that	 critiqued	 botanist	 C.B.	
Clarke’s	report	on	Hindu	Music	(1873).	After	observing	this	“war	of	words”	(1875:	339)	with	
interest,	Tagore	deemed	it	necessary	to,	“with	propriety,	say	a	few	words	in	reply	to	the	author	
of	 the	 report.…	 We	 are	 sorry	 to	 perceive,	 that	 he	 [Clarke]	 still	 persists	 in	 his	 original	
misconceptions	of	the	real	character	of	Hindu	Music”	(ibid.:	339).	Accusing	Clarke’s	work	of	
“mathematicism”	 (ibid.:	339ff),	Tagore	argues	 that	by	“learning	music	 the	student	 requires,	
above	 all	 things,	 an	 educated	 ear	 capable	 of	 detecting	 and	 feeling	 the	 sense	 of	 all	 tonal	
combinations”	(ibid.:	340).	An	attempt	to	explain	music	through	acoustic	theories,	“instead	of	
contributing	to	the	exposition	and	development	of	music,	does	much	to	mystify	and	obscure	
it.…	 The	 great	 Aristoxiuas	 [sic]	 takes	 the	 same	 view”	 (ibid.:	 340–342).	 These	 two	 excerpts	
illustrate	 the	 remnants	 of	 several	 orientalist	 fragments	 in	 Tagore’s	 writing:	 First,	 a	 tension	



























discusses	 his	 understandings	 of	 rāga	 by	 quoting	 several	 European	 scholars,	 amongst	 them	
Willard.	Tagore	suggests	that	the	“idea	which	the	word	Rága	conveys	has	not	its	counterpart	in	
English”	(ibid.:	345).	To	“form	a	correct	idea	of	the	term”	(ibid.:	345),	he	refers	Clarke	to	several	



















the	 national	 system	 we	 are	 simply	 following	 reason,	 truth,	 and	 history,	 we	 will	 consider	
ourselves	amply	repaid”	(ibid.:	387).	In	one	sweeping	declaration,	Tagore	not	only	historicizes	





































































































as	 “providing	 raw	 data	 for	 the	musicologist.…	 ‘Master	 pieces	 of	 our	 old	 composers	 in	 the	
possession	 of	 our’	 ustads”	 (Neuman	 2004:	 343,	 quoting	 Bhatkhande).	 He	 was	 also	 “less	
interested	 in	 the	 actual	 performance	 of	 music	 than	 in	 the	 theory	 that	 underpinned	 the	
education	 of	 the	 musician”	 (Bakhle	 2005:	 102).	 Bhatkhande’s	 method	 of	 research,	 then,	
involved	collecting	 through	 transcribing,	but	 these	 transcriptions	were	based	on	knowledge	

























has	 notated	 them.	 He	 contrasts	 notation	 as	 the	 only	 authoritative	 means	 of	 musical	





Bhatkhande’s	 death,	 Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	 musical	 knowledge	 practices,	 are	
“suffused	with	 sacrality,	 held	up	by	 the	notion	of	 the	ancient	 guru-shishya	parampara.	 The	














I	 relied	 largely	 on	 Pandit	 Bhatkhande’s	 various	 works”	 (Bagchee	 1998:	 9).	 These	 examples	
illustrate	the	uncritical	reproduction	of	Bhatkhande’s	thoughts	within	several	highly	acclaimed	
works.		
Neuman	has	 illustrated	how	the	mode	of	 thought	constructed	 in	Bhatkhande’s	 texts	
resulted	 in	 a	mode	of	 listening	 among	both	musicologists	 and	music	 critics,	where	 “theory	
serves	as	a	double-pronged	tool	of	supervision	and	humiliation”	(2004:	92)	of	the	musician.	
																																																						
28	 Cf.	Neuman	 2004;	 Bakhle	 2005;	 Trasoff	 1999:	 141–157	 for	more	 information	 on	 these	 conferences	 and	 their	 role	 in	 the	 formation	 of	
Hindustani	classical	music	in	the	early	twentieth-century	pre-independence	India.	
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Neuman	 traces	 several	 shifts	 in	 authority,	 arguing	 that	 structural	 approaches	 such	 as	
Bhatkhande’s	 lie	 at	 the	 roots	 of	 an	 “epistemic	 formula	 which	 then	 becomes	 the	 template	
through	 which	 to	 mediate	 and	 listen	 to	 performance”	 (ibid.:	 71).	 Quoting	 Bhatkhande’s	
suggestion	that	“The	fact	is	that	knowledge	of	‘sa	re	ga	ma’	leads	to	the	knowledge	of	Raga”	
(V.N.	 Bhatkhande,	 Kramik	 Pustak	 Mallika	 Part	 I,	 Hathras:	 Sangeet	 Karyalaya,	 1999:	 12),	
Neuman	 argues	 that	 under	 the	 influence	 of	 such	 texts,	 the	 process	 of	 knowing,	 in	 post-
independence	 India,	 increasingly	 occurred	 “through	 the	 assimilation	 of	 note-names.…	
According	to	the	modern	musicologist	episteme,	one	needed	to	identify	what	was	being	played	
by	 name	 in	 order	 to	 critically	 listen,	 to	 hear	 with	 knowledge”	 (Neuman	 2004:	 76).	 The	










performance.	When	 their	 playing	differed	 from	 the	 structural-theory-based	expectations	of	
these	 self-appointed	 connoisseurs,	 the	 latter	 categorized	 the	 performance	 as	 “wrong”	
(Neuman	2004:	 73).	Neuman	 argues	 that	 this	marks	 an	 “epistemic	 conflict	 in	modalities	 of	
listening”	 (ibid.:	 82)	 and	 pleads	 for	 an	 alternative—musician	 based—epistemology	 of	












encounters	 (are	made	 to)	 resound	 in	 the	 present.	Which	 larger	 power	 structures	 do	 such	
resonances	 uphold?	Which	master	 narratives	 do	 they	 reproduce?	Whose	 and	 which	 sonic	
nuances	are	silenced?	To	be	able	to	flesh	out	contemporary	remnants	of	 imperialism	in	the	








a	 part	 of	 their	 project	 to	 prove	 the	 greatness	 of	 (a	 now	decayed)	 Indian	 civilization.	While	
Bhatkhande	 argued	 for	 a	 secular	 national	 music,	 the	 other	 three	 authors	 portrayed	 it	 as	
inherently	Hindu	and	Indian,	thus	actively	writing	Muslim	musicians	out	of	this	music’s	history.	
Written	 (ancient)	 Sanskrit	 treatises	 and/or	 seventeenth-century	 South	 Indian	 texts	 were	
juxtaposed	 with	 embodied	 musical	 knowledge.	 As	 musicians	 often	 lacked	 the	 theoretical	
knowledge	academics	sought	to	confirm,	they	were	reduced	to	either	mere	evidence	of	the	









(classical)	 art	 form,	 to	 both	 the	 Indian	 elites	 and	 the	 British	 Crown,	 they	 simultaneously	
capitalized	 on	 colonial	 discourses	 and	 modes	 of	 representation.	 Capturing	 compositions	
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through	notation	and	listening	out	for	rāga	grammar	in	terms	of	notes,	in	sum,	became	a	mode	
of	knowledge	production	 through	which	 scholars	 “could	 stake	a	claim	 in	musical	authority”	
(Neuman	2004:	383).	Such	texts,	in	sum,	each	constructed	one	particular	version	of	Hindustani	
classical	 music	 as	 alternatively	 aesthetically	 and/or	 academically	 relevant.	 In	 the	 following	



























































Yeah,	 it’s	supposed	to,	there	 is	a	feeling	behind	it,	and	I	am	not	getting	that	right,	and	in,	 it’s	not.	 It’s	
neither	of	these	rāgas,	so,	another	kind	of	feeling,	that	is	supposed	to	come.	He	[Ali	Akbar	Khan]	always	
talked	about	feeling,	and	mood,	and,	kind	of	like,	the	unseeable,	kind	of	things,	he	would	talk	about,	or	
unexplainable	 kind	 of	 things.…	 Some	 things	 are	 like,	 not	 very	 explainable,	 you	 have	 to	 just	 feel	 it,	












listen	out	 for	and	 reproduce	 these	details	 in	 their	own	practice	and	performance.	Thus,	he	
simultaneously	portrays	such	listening	out	for	(the	details	that	create)	this	“feeling”	as	an	ability	








82)	 sketched	out	 in	 the	previous	 chapter.	 These	 forms	of	 listening	 are	 operative	 in	 several	
distinct	 and	 at	 times	 seemingly	 contradictory	ways.	 In	 this	 chapter,	 I	 argue	 that	within	 the	
knowledge	practices	of	contemporary	Hindustani	classical	 instrumental	music,	 listening	 is	at	
work	on	two	intersecting	 levels.	 I	refer	to	this	complexity	as	a	double	existence	of	 listening.	
First,	 discerning	 forms	 of	 listening	 are	 knowledge	 practices	 through	 which	 (tensions	 over)	
aesthetic	 boundaries	 and	 content	 are	 established,	 negotiated,	 crossed,	 and/or	 rejected.	
Second,	musicians	 and	musicologists	mobilize	 forms	of	 selective	 listening	 as	 tropes	 in	 their	
(normative	discourses	about)	musical	knowledge	practices.	That	is,	as	illustrated	in	the	prior	
chapter,	the	ability	to	listen	in	a	particular	way	has	historically	become	invested	with	musical	
authority.	 In	 the	 process,	 it	 has	 become	 a	 means	 of	 negotiations	 of	 power,	 as	 the	 below	
interview	excerpt	illustrates:	
	










world,	 saying,	 you	 know,	 “Khansaheb	 is	 the	 greatest	musician	 in	 the	world”.	 So,	 so	
that’s,	that’s	what	struck	me,	it’s	just	like:	oh	my	god,	listen	to	this.	
	
Khan’s	 long-term	 USA-based	 disciple	 here	 simultaneously	 discursively	 utilizes	 listening	 to	





Menuhin	 recognized	 the	 musical	 genius	 of	 Khan	 as	 proof	 for	 this	 statement—if	 a	 musical	





The	 double	 existence	 of	 listening	 is	 not	 restricted	 to	 musical	 practice.	
(Ethno)musicological	writings	about	Hindustani	classical	music	also	play	constitutive	roles	 in	
this	field	of	tension.	At	times,	academic	and	musical	legitimacy	are	(partially)	at	conflict	with	
each	 other;	 at	 others,	 they	 resonate.	 Scholars	 ascribe	 academic	 authority	 to	 “an	 initiated	
listener	 who	 is	 conversant	 with	 the	 [abstracted]	 concepts,	 material,	 technique	 and	 end	
structures”	 (Atre	 2004:	 1)	 of	 Hindustani	 classical	 (instrumental)	 music.	 Embodied	 musical	
knowledge	gained	through	in-depth	learning	with	canonized	instrumentalists	can	also	underpin	
claims	 to	 academic	 authority.	 Here,	 however,	 the	 ability	 to	 listen	 out	 for	 the	 nuances	 that	
constitute	the	feeling	of	a	rāga	is	used	as	a	building	block	for	such	scholarly	legitimacy.	Others	
simply	 ignore	 such	 forms	 of	 listening.	 Thereby,	 they	 not	 only	 render	 such	 details	 as	
academically	and	aesthetically	irrelevant,	but	they	also	problematically	ignore	the	multilayered	
tensions	 that	 I	 argue	are	negotiated	 through	and	 in	 the	name	of	 these	modes	of	 listening.	
Namely,	to	“fade	out	and	to	ignore	is	the	strongest	force	that	keeps	structures	of	power	and	
dominance	 in	place”	 (Hauke	2015:	192,	my	 translation).	When	 the	possibility	of	 listening	 in	
distinct	 ways	 is	 acknowledged,	 one	 form	 is	 usually	 portrayed	 as	 academically	 and/or	
aesthetically	valuable.	Scholars	working	within	the	field	of	Hindustani	classical	music	studies,	in	
sum,	persistently	avoid	listening	out	beyond	their	structural	parameters.	Instead,	they	usually	
summarize	 “the	 concepts	 embodied	 in	 previous	 [often	 centuries	 old]	 literature,	 and	 then	
proceeded	to	mold	existing	musical	practices	into	these	concepts”	(Slawek	2000	[1987]:	4).	The	








of	 performances	 by	 “master”	 musicians.	 Deeming	 these	 recordings	 to	 be	 original	 and	






and	 academically	 irrelevant.	 However,	 perhaps	 exactly	 because	 such	 nuances	 defy	 those	




What	 narratives	 of	 (musical)	 mastery	 do	 these	 forms	 of	 listening	 adhere	 to,	 reproduce,	















of	 postmodern	 thought	 and	 debates	 from	 postcolonial	 theory	 on	 our	 understanding	 of	















within	 the	Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	music	context,	proposing	 it	as	an	alternative	 to	
structural	listening	would	reinforce	rather	than	question	the	power-knowledge	structures	that	
I	 critically	 examine	 here.	 Crucially,	 I	 do	 not	 suggest	 that	 structural	 elements	 of	 rāga	 are	
aesthetically	 or	 academically	 irrelevant.	 Neither	 do	 I	 seek	 to	 simply	 debunk	 the	 academic	
studies	 that	utilize	 this	mode	of	 listening,	nor	am	 I	 invested	 in	proving	that	other	modes	of	
listening	are	strictly	separable	from,	or	more	valuable	than,	structural	listening.	Rather,	I	end	






Musicological	 studies	 mainly	 attend	 to	 Hindustani	 classical	 music	 by	 listening	 out	 for	 and	
representing	structural	elements	of	rāga.	These	are	often	analyzed	and	described	in	terms	of	
ārōhaṇa,	 āvarōhaṇa,	 defined	 as	 melodic	 phrases	 that	 constitute	 the	 rāga’s	 allegedly	
prescriptive	macro-melodic	 “grammar”	 (cf.	 Raja	 2015:	 8–12):	 “modern	 authorities	 on	 rāgas	
have	 documented	 the	 …	 aspects	 of	 rāga	 grammar”	 (2015:	 12).	 Scholars	 document	 these	
aspects,	and	increasingly	have	made	it	their	task	to	define	the	parameters	of	its	correctness.	
Perhaps	 this	 is	 related	 to	 the	authority	ascribed	 to	 rāga	 theory	as	described	 in	 the	Sanskrit	






as	 attempts	 to	 reverse	 the	 pre-independence	 musicological	 rejection	 of	 the	 embodied	





He	developed	 this	model,	 it	 seems,	 to	 give	 the	musicologist	 the	 correct	measurements	 for	
judging	 the	 quality	 of	 a	 performance.	 To	 exemplify	 his	 model,	 he	 examines	 relationships	
between	melodic	phrases,	analyzing	them	in	terms	of	motives—a	musical	concept	borrowed	
from	 European	 art-music	 theory—created	 by	 shifts	 in	 relative	 pitch.31	 He	 represents	 these	







rāga	 performances	 distinguishes	 between	 four	 categories.	 A	 phrase	 within	 a	 performance	
should	be	evaluated	as	“acceptable,	positive,	meaningful,	rāga	is	āvir-bhāv	(essence-manifest);	
acceptable,	 neutral,	 grammatical,	 rāga	 is	 tiro-bhāv	 (essence-concealed);	 unacceptable,	
positive,	wrong	meaning,	another	rāga;	unacceptable,	meaningless,	no	rāga”	(ibid.:	316).	
This	 approach	 illustrates	 several	 symptoms	 of	 a	 structural	 mode	 of	 listening	 to	




categorize	these	complex	musical	events	 in	terms	of	rāga.	Musical	order,	 in	turn,	 is	created	
through	listening	on	these	terms,	because	performances	should	be	tested	on	their	 inherent	






Reminiscent	 of	 orientalist	 discourses,	 such	 highly	 reductive	 analyses	 are	 often	
accompanied	by	mystifying	discourses	that	emphasize	the	difficulty	of	analytically	grasping	or	
even	defining	rāga.	Anthropologist	and	musicologist	Wim	van	der	Meer,	for	example,	opens	his	
Hindustani	 Music	 in	 the	 20th	 Century	 (1980)	 with	 a	 statement	 on	 the	 impossibility	 of	
conceptually	grasping	rāga:		
	
The	 central	 and	 predominant	 concept	 of	 Indian	 music	 is	 rāga.	We	must	 refrain	 from	 definition,	 the	
implication	of	the	concept	will	grow	and	become	clear	in	the	course	of	this	study	as	practically	all	aspects	



















This	 move	 of	 claiming	 that	 the	 complexity	 of	 rāga	 goes	 beyond	 any	 conceptual	 or	
analytical	 approach,	 while	 in	 the	 same	 breath	 reductively	 documenting,	 ordering,	 and	
describing	 structural	 aspects	 of	 rāga	 performance,	 is	 not	 restricted	 to	 Powers	 and	Van	der	
Meer.	The	Raga	Guide:	A	Survey	of	74	Hindustani	Ragas	(Bor	et	al.	1999),	for	example,	provides	
the	 reader	 with	 a	 guide	 for	 listening	 to	 “miniature”	 versions	 of	 rāgas	 and	 their	 allegedly	
prototypical	melodic	structures.	These	miniatures	are	performed,	recorded,	and	transcribed	in	
	 60	
“Western	notation”	especially	 for	 the	guide.	 Following	 the	orientalist	 tradition,	 the	authors	
start	 their	description	of	 rāga	with	a	reference	to	“king	Nanyadeva	of	Mithila	 (1097–1147)”	
































this	 project	 have	 been	 able	 to	 create	 little	 raga	 jewels,	masterpieces”	 (ibid.).	 Thereby,	 the	
authors	 legitimize	 the	 recordings’	 reduced	 form	and	 relatively	 short	duration	by	 comparing	
them	to	the	now	canonized	78	rpm	recordings	of	“old	masters,”	which	are	currently	listened	
out	 for	 as	 authoritative	 representations	 of	 rāga	 (cf.	 Neuman	 1990	 [1980];	 Neuman	 2004).	
Furthermore,	the	musical	content	of	these	miniature	rāgas,	they	claim,	is	based	on	“learned	
and	poignant	 conception”	as	 “painstakingly	 composed”	 (Bor	et	 al.	 1999:	 v)	by	 vocalist	Dilip	




a	 rāga’s	essence	can	be	known	 through	a	 listening	out	 for	 the	structural	elements	 that	 the	
“great”	Devi	so	“painstakingly”	composed.		
The	 tendency	 to	produce	master	narratives	about	one’s	own	guru	and/or	gharānā	 is	
another	 prominent	 aspect	 of	 structural	 listening	 within	 Hindustani	 classical	 music	 studies.	
Relatively	easy	access	to	(the	musical	knowledge	of)	musicians	such	as	Ravi	Shankar,	Ali	Akbar	
Khan,	 and	 Nikhil	 Banerjee	 from	 the	 1960s	 onwards	 enabled	 (ethno)musicologists	 such	 as	
George	 Ruckert,	 Allyn	 Miner,	 Stephen	 Slawek,	 Huib	 Schippers,	 Martin	 Clayton,	 and	 David	
Trasoff	 to	cultivate	 long-term	guru-shishya	relationships.	Because	the	gharānā	tradition	was	
legendary	 for	 its	 strict	 guarding	of	musical	 secrets	 (cf.	Neuman	1990	 (1980);	 Slawek	1991),	
participatory	 observation	 was	 celebrated	 as	 the	 only	 way	 to	 get	 supposedly	 real,	 insider	
knowledge	about	this	so	hard-to-access	music.	At	the	end	of	the	twentieth	and	beginning	of	
the	twenty-first	century,	then,	academic	knowledge	production	was	largely	informed	by	such	























role	 (ethno)musicologists	 have	 played	 in	 raising	 their	 gurus	 into	 an	 emergent	 Hindustani	
classical	music	canon.	Similar	to	Van	der	Meer,	Ruckert,	who	had	been	“a	disciple	of	Ali	Akbar	
Khan	for	nearly	twenty-five	years,”	utilizes	this	relationship	to	legitimate	his	expertise	on	the	













































voice.	 Thus,	 the	 book	 implies	 that	 these	 representations	 are	 rāga,	 turning	 the	 book	 into	 a	
medium	through	which	one	can	get	to	know	rāga.	That	is,	if	you	are	able	to	reproduce	what	is	
written	 on	 those	 pages,	 you	 somehow	 “know”	 that	 rāga.	 Pitch	 orders	 are	 once	 more	
constructed	 as	 essential	 elements	 of	 Hindustani	 classical	 music,	 while	 other	 musical	
parameters	are	excluded	without	comment,	deemed	irrelevant	for	understanding	rāga.		
Another	 element	 of	 structural	 listening	 in	 Hindustani	 classical	 music	 studies,	 is	 the	
already-mentioned	mystifying	discourse.	This	 is	often	combined	with	a	promise	of	analytical	
clarity	through	a	structural	analysis	by	the	carefully	 listening	musicologist.	Such	a	promise	is	




An	aura	of	mystery	has	always	 surrounded	 the	 theory	and	practice	of	 Indian	music	and	now,	with	 its	













November	2012,	my	first	 fieldwork	trip.	 I	 just	participated	 in	 the	week-long	Annual	Seminar	at	 the	Ali	
Akbar	College	of	Music,	Switzerland.	 It	 is	about	01.00	a.m.;	all	students	are	sitting	 in	Ken	Zuckerman’s	









quality	 or	 function	 of	 that	 note.…	 The	 degree	 of	 instability	 and	 the	 corresponding	 tension	 does	 not	
















Jairazbhoy’s	 publication	 focuses	 mainly	 on	 the	 structural	 features	 of	 rāga,	 analyzing	









the	 rāga’s	 essence	 as	melodic	movements.	 Capitalizing	 on	 the	 abovementioned	mystifying	
discourse,	 he	 metaphorically	 characterizes	 Hindustani	 classical	 music	 as	 a	 “maze	 …	 its	


































consider	part	of	structural	 listening,	 is	 the	explanation	of	musical	concepts	 in	 term	of,	or	 in	
comparison	 to,	 musical	 concepts	 and	 modes	 of	 selective	 and	 prescriptive	 representation	
derived	 from	 European	 art	 music	 (theory).	 The	 widespread	 use	 of	 staff	 notation	 in	
transcriptions	 is	 an	obvious	example.	 In	addition,	musical	elements	are	often	contrasted	or	
compared	with	notions	such	as	harmony	and	tonality	in	“Western”	music.	Clayton,	for	example,	




which	 is	 stored	 in	written	 form.	Form,	 indeed,	 is	 the	keyword	here—a	classical	 symphony	has	a	 form	
which	 is	 conceived	 as	 essentially	 permanent	 and	 unchanging,	 and	 a	 considerable	 part	 of	 its	 value	 is	
understood	 in	 terms	of	 that	 form	or	structure.…	A	rāg	performance	works	 rather	differently.	 (Clayton	
2000:	13–14)	
	
Clayton	 and	 other	 musicologists’	 translations	 of	 “Indian	 concepts	 and	 terms	 to	 Western	
terminology”	 (Bagchee	 1998:	 10)	 might	 cater	 to	 an	 assumed	 reader’s	 frame	 of	 reference.	
Nevertheless,	 such	 writings	 construct	 the	 “Western	 musical	 system”	 (ibid.:	 10)	 as	 a	 norm	
against	which	Hindustani	classical	music	can	be	listened	out	for,	analyzed,	explained,	mapped,	
and	 valued.	 I	 consider	 this	 a	 covert,	 and	 perhaps	 therefore	 all	 the	 more	 dangerous,	
reproduction	of	musical	value	systems	and	order.		
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What	 novices	 perform	 is	 of	 no	 consequence	 to	 anyone;	 and	 undiscerning	 listeners	 do	 not	 have	 the	
knowledge	to	apply	any	yardstick	to	what	they	hear.	The	rāga	authenticity	issue	is,	therefore,	between	
the	 leading	 musicians	 of	 each	 generation,	 and	 the	 corresponding	 generation	 of	 cognoscenti.	 The	
cognoscenti	 use	 the	weapon	 of	 rāga	 grammar	 to	 enforce	 upon	 their	 aural	 experience	 a	 comfortable	
degree	of	familiarity.	The	musician	of	stature,	on	the	other	hand,	is	driven	by	the	urge	to	liberate	literature	
from	grammar	and	is	under	no	obligation	to	dish	out	repackaged	doses	of	the	familiar.…	At	the	fruitful	












Approaches	 to	 Hindustani	 classical	 (instrumental)	 music	 explored	 above	 illustrate	
several	symptoms	of	structural	listening.	First,	there	is	a	delight	in	melodic	complexity	in	direct	
relation	 to	 an	 emphasis	 on	 the	 impossibility	 of	 analytically	 grasping	 all	 its	 refinements	 and	
nuances.	Despite	discourses	that	emphasize	rāga’s	processual	nature,	it	is	analytically	treated	
as	 an	 autonomous	musical	 object.	 An	 attentive	 and	well-trained	 listener	 can	 appreciate	 its	
aesthetic	 and	 melodic	 grammar,	 because	 this	 grammar	 is	 logically	 unfolded	 by	 an	 able	
musician’s	 performance.	 It	 is	 best	 analyzed	 in	 terms	 of	 relative	 pitch	 orders	 conveniently	
represented	as	notes,	and	 it	gains	 legitimacy	 if	 it	echoes	rāga	descriptions	found	 in	Sanskrit	





for,	understand,	and	represent	a	rāga’s	structural	parameters,	 finally,	 is	utilized	 in	claims	of	
musicological	authority.		
Self-legitimating	experts,	in	sum,	provide	the	reader	with	an	easily	consumable	version	


















discipline’s	 role	 in	 (retrospective)	 constructions	 of	 a	 music(ologic)al	 canon.	 Second,	
postcolonial	theory	questioned	the	taken-for-granted	epistemological	assumptions	underlying	
academic	work	which	had	the	effect	of	the	reproducing	colonial	power	structures	in	the	context	
of	 political	 de-colonizations.	 Third,	 sound	 studies	 emphasized	 sound’s	 potential	 as	 an	
alternative	mode	of	knowledge	to	hegemonic	occularcentric	epistemologies,	thus	opening	up	
an	understanding	of	 listening	as	a	type	of	knowledge	practice.	 In	this	section,	 I	examine	the	






section	 by	 underlining	 the	 urgency	 of	 denaturalizing—not	 simply	 rejecting—the	
epistemological	foundations	of	Hindustani	classical	music	studies	examined	above.		
	 Inspired	by	 Joseph	Kerman’s	Contemplating	Music:	Challenges	 to	Musicology	 (1985),	
several	authors	retrospectively	grouped	under	the	banner	of	New	Musicology	have	critically	







analysis,	 and	 to	 reflect	 on	 the	 musicologist’s	 role	 in	 processes	 of	 knowledge	 production.	
Deconstructing	the	normalized	and	normative	status	of	often	self-legitimating	goals,	methods	
of	 analysis,	 forms	of	 representation,	 and	epistemological	 assumptions,	 they	questioned	 the	
validity	of	the	discipline	itself.		
	 Such	 openness	 to	 doubt	 and	 ambiguity,	 emphasis	 on	 fluidity	 and	 multiplicity,	 and	


















knowledge”	 (Tomlinson	1993:	21)	as	gained	 through	 relational	 listening.	All	 such	strategies,	
Tomlinson	argued,	were	reminiscent	of	modern	rather	than	postmodern	approaches.		








Attempts	 to	 deconstruct	 the	 “most	 basic,	 apparently	 ‘natural’	 categories”	 (ibid.:	 23)	 that	
musicologists	take	for	granted	in	their	approach	to	music,	Tomlinson	argued,	might	be	aided	




“do	 not	 aggressively	 familiarize	 (colonize,	 terrorize)	 them”	 (Tomlinson	 1993:	 23).	 While	
acknowledging	that	ethnomusicology	“might	seem	to	be	the	obvious	place	to	look	for	help	in	
this	endeavor”	(ibid.),	he	rejected	this	option	and	argued,	like	Kramer,	that	ethnomusicologists	
“have	 often	 defined	 their	 project	 by	 transferring	 onto	 the	musics	 they	 study	 precisely	 the	
western	presumptions—of	internalism,	formalism,	aestheticism,	transcendentalism—that	we	





musicological	 and	 musical	 mastery	 and	 knowledge.	 In	 its	 introduction,	 Bergeron	 borrows	
Foucault’s	notion	of	discipline	 to	grasp	 this	mechanism’s	 layers.	Specifically	 focusing	on	 the	
“scholarly	‘disciplines’	of	historical	musicology,	music	theory,	and	ethnomusicology,”	and	the	
“connections	such	practices	have	to	that	valued	space	we	call	canon”	(Bergeron	1992:	1),	she	
argues	 that	 listening	 both	 disciplines	 music	 and	 simultaneously	 functions	 as	 a	 form	 of	
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negotiation	of	 this	 field:	 the	academic	 “canon,	 always	 in	 view,	promotes	decorum,	ensures	
proper	conduct.	The	individual	within	a	field	learns,	by	internalizing	such	standards,	how	not	to	
transgress”	 (ibid.:	 5).	 Like	 any	 canon,	 the	 scholarly	 canon	 has	 yardsticks	 that	maintain	 the	
discipline’s	 standards	 of	 musicological	 knowledge	 production.	 The	 skills	 to	 listen	 out	 for,	

























(Dell’Antonio	 2000:	 3).	 Dell’Antonio	 distinguishes	 between	 the	 concept	 of	 “listening”	 that	
emerged	from	this	paradigm	and	the	sense	of	hearing,	following	Subotnik’s	claim	that	“to	an	
important	 extent,	 structural	 listening	 can	 take	 place	 in	 the	mind	 through	 intelligent	 score-
reading,	without	the	physical	presence	of	an	external	sound-source’”	(ibid.:	3,	quoting	Subotnik	
1995:	161–62).		
	 Structural	 listening	 as	 identified	 by	 Subotnik,	 then,	 was	 explicitly	 normative	 and	
depended	as	much	on	the	abilities	of	the	 listener	as	on	the	(written	prescriptive	version	of)	




temporal	 process	 and	 also	 retrospectively,	 as	 a	 complete,	 stable,	 unified,	 and	 aesthetically	
satisfying	structure”	(ibid.:	111).	 Judgements	of	music’s	aesthetic	and	academic	value,	then,	
depended	 on	 specific	 relationships	 between	 a	 necessarily	 disciplined,	 rational,	 and	
concentrated	listener	and	the	presence	of	particular	musical-structural	parameters	that	could	













judge	 of	 a	music’s	 aesthetic	 and	 academic	 relevance	 is	 widespread	 in	 this	 field.	 Structural	
listeners	expect	a	competent	musician	to	unfold	the	structural	melodic	framework	they	listen	
out	for,	categorize,	and	valorize	as	rāga.	Musical	value	becomes	reduced	to	an	analysis	of	the	
written	 representations	 of	 these	 pitch	 successions.	 As	 my	 analysis	 of	 Powers’s	 model	
illustrated,	the	structurally	listening	musicologist	is	cast	as	the	judge	who	listens	out	for,	fixes,	
and	decides	on	those	norms.	Hindustani	classical	(instrumental)	music,	then,	is	disciplined	by	
its	 own	 version	 of	 structural	 listening,	 and	 this	 has	 long	 informed	 its	 core	 epistemological	
assumptions.	 Problematically,	 as	 I	 illustrated	 in	 the	 “Historical	 Fragments”	 chapter,	 these	







explored,	 among	 other	 things,	 resonances	 of	 imperial	 thought	 in	 hegemonic	 modes	 of	
knowledge	 production	 and	 representation	 in	 the	 wake	 of	 political	 decolonizations.	 Spivak	
(1988),	 for	 example,	 inquired	 into	 “the	 topographical	 reinscription	 of	 imperialism”	 (Spivak	
1988:	85)	in	politically	postcolonial	conditions.	To	“uncover	the	perverse	logic”	(Mignolo	2007:	
449,	 quoting	 Fanon	 1961)	 inherent	 in	 and	 formative	 of	 colonially	 informed	 (orders	 of)	
knowledge,	Mignolo	argued	for	what	he	called	an	epistemological	“delinking”	(2007).	While	at	
times	differing	in	their	solutions,	such	postcolonial	approaches	have	a	common	aim:	to	“disturb	






in	 North	 Atlantic	 academic	 modes	 of	 thought.	 They	 are	 thus	 highly	 indebted	 to	 the	
philosophical	 traditions	 whose	 normative	 epistemological	 status	 they	 sought	 to	 question	
(Solomon	2012:	236;	Stokes	2003:	104).	Rooting	(the	legitimacy	of)	their	arguments	in	the	very	
knowledge-power	 structures	 they	 wanted	 to	 critically	 assess,	 their	 suitability	 for	 a	
“decolonizing	the	mind”	(Thiong-o	1986)	or	developing	a	“grammar	of	de-coloniality”	(Mignolo	
2007)	is	questionable.		
















Solomon	 2012).	 Canonical	 texts,	 such	 as	 Bhabha’s	The	 Location	 of	 Culture	 (1994)	 and	 Paul	
Gilroy’s	 The	 Black	 Atlantic	 (1988),	 provide	 a	 safe	 theoretical	 basis	 to	 prove	music’s	 role	 in	
constructions	 and	negotiations	of	 (alternative	 to	hegemonic)	 identities.	 Theorizing	music	 in	
relation	to	such	fundamental	concerns	offers	(ethno)musicology	a	neat	way	to	legitimize	itself	
as	a	discipline.	Offering	proof	that	music,	in	fact,	matters,	postcolonial	theory	enables	rather	




This	 is	 a	 complex	 issue,	 as	 texts	 that	 critique	 others	 often	 are	 caught	 in	 the	 same	
dilemma	they	critique	the	others	for.	Solomon’s	Where’s	the	Postcolonial	in	Ethnomusicology?,	
for	 example,	diagnoses	 the	presence	of	 the	aforementioned	 “postcolonial	 dilemma”	 (2012:	
236)	 within	 ethnomusicology.	 He	 cites	 the	 example	 of	 Kofi	 Agawu’s	 rigorous	 postcolonial	
critiques	of	constructions	of	“African”	music	(2003)	in	music	analyses.	These	critiques	are	based	
on	formalist	music	analysis	that,	as	Meintjes	also	emphasizes,	has	origins	“in	the	very	colonial	
enterprise	he	critiques,	 replicating	the	discourse	that	uses	 the	techniques	of	analysis	of	 the	
high-art	canon	of	Euro-American	classical	music	as	the	standard	against	which	the	analysis	of	
African	musics	is	to	be	measured”	(Meintjes	2006:	770).	While	the	critique	is	certainly	fair,	the	
solution	 Solomon	 offers	 revives	 colonially	 informed	 paradigms.	 He	 suggests	 that	
ethnomusicology’s	 long-term	 interest	 in	 and	method	 of	 embodied	musical	 experience	may	
provide	a	potential	alternative	mode	of	knowledge.	Ignoring	that	the	legitimacy	of	this	method	
is	 itself	 based	 on	 and	 rooted	 in	 a	 body-mind	 binary	 that	 has	 been	 instrumental	 in	
ethnomusicological	Othering	of	musical	practices,	Solomon	proposes	a	decolonizing	the	ears,	
by	“listen[ing]	through	what	might	…	be	called	‘postcolonial	ears’”	(Solomon	2012:	217).	Sadly,	
as	 Clelia	 O.	 Rodríguez	 recently	 pointed	 out,	 the	 “politics	 of	 [and	 discourses	 calling	 for]	
decolonization	are	not	the	same	as	the	act	of	decolonizing.	How	rapidly	phrases	like	‘decolonize	
the	mind/heart’	or	simply	‘decolonize’	are	being	consumed	in	academic	spaces	is	worrisome”	
(2017).	 Rodríguez’	 claim	 can	 be	 extended	 to	 the	 rapid	 consumption	 of	 the	 notion	 of	
“decolonizing	the	ears”	within	music	studies.	Denning,	for	example,	uses	the	idea	prominently	
in	the	title	of	his	work,	and	states	that	“vernacular	phonograph	musics	not	only	captured	the	
timbres	of	decolonization:	 the	emergence	of	 these	musics	…	was	decolonization.	 It	was	not	
simply	 a	 cultural	 activity	 that	 contributed	 to	 the	 political	 struggle	 …;	 it	 was	 somatic	
decolonization,	 the	 decolonization	 of	 the	 ear	 and	 the	 dancing	 body”	 (Denning	 2016:	 30).	
Without	further	explanation	of	how	these	processes	decolonized	the	ear,	these	claims	reduce	
the	 complexity	 of	 processes	 of	 decolonization	 and	 suggest	 that	 it	 is	 a	 closed-off	 process.	
Similarly,	Lovesey	in	the	same	year	claimed	that	“popular	music	sometimes	had	a	direct	role	in	




such	as	decolonizing	 the	ear	 “intellectual	masturbation”	 (Rodríguez	2017).	 Its	metaphorical	
“‘release’	 comes	 in	 the	 forms	 of	 discussions,	 proposing	 questions,	writing	 grant	 proposals”	





I	 am	 at	 a	 conference	 at	 Harvard	 University,	 Cambridge,	 USA.	 I	 am	 listening	 to	 a	 paper	 on	 “Indian	







What	 a	 great	 feeling,	 after	 all	 these	 years	 of	 research,	 I	 finally	 recognize	 rāga!	 And	 that	 during	 a	
conference	at	Harvard.	I	might	not	be	a	complete	failure!	
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------	
While	 certainly	 pleasurable,	 the	 academic	 satisfaction	 that	 comes	with	 such	 recognizing	 of	
abstract	 note	 patterns	 does	 very	 little	 to	 change	 the	 structural	 inequalities	 at	 stake	 in	 the	
knowledge	practices	examined	here.	Which	we	study	in	the	name	of	art,	in	the	celebration	of	
difference,	in	the	name	of	a	decolonizing	the	ears.	Following	Rodríguez,	one	of	my	aims	in	this	


















forms	 of	 discipline	 and	 order”	 (Radano	 and	Olaniyan	 2016:	 2).	 That	 is,	 sound	 studies	 have	
characterized	 listening	 as	 relational,	 as	 a	way	of	 getting	 to	 know	and	ordering	ourselves	 in	
relation	to	the	world	(cf.	LaBelle	2012;	Ingold	2011).	As	Schwarz	has	emphasized,	this	is	not	a	
neutral	process.	Instead,	listening	is	an	intentionally	selective	process,	a	practice	of	auditory	
discrimination	 (2003).	 Sound	 “fundamentally	 puts	 into	 question	 …	 singularity	 …	 through	
profound	relationality:	as	a	listening	subject,	one	is	prone	to	fragmentation,	amplification	or	
dissolution”	 (LaBelle	 2016:	 297).	 Sound,	 therein,	 is	 a	 potentially	 disruptive	 force,	 exactly	
because	 it	 disregards	 the	 borders	 carefully	 guarded	 by	 hegemonic	 occularcentric	
epistemologies.	To	acknowledge	this	“dirty”	(ibid.	298)	aspect	of	sound,	LaBelle	proposes	the	






	 Without	 explicating	 their	 notion	 of	 musical	 knowledge	 nor	 differentiating	 it	 from	
knowledge	about	music,	Radano	and	Olaniyan	point	to	the	postcolonial	dilemma	within	studies	
of	sound-and-music.	To	repeat	their	earlier	quoted	work:	“Euro-western	musical	knowledge	
itself	 conveys	 imperial	 power	 and	 intent.	 It	 does	 so	 because	 its	 very	 conception	 and	 form	
belong	to	the	epistemological	orders	and	historical	localities	of	its	various	emergences”	(2016:	
7).	 It	 follows	 that	 the	ways	 in	which	music	 scholars	 listen	out	 for,	always	 inherently	convey	
imperial	power	and	intent.	Perhaps	the	strongest	examples	of	this	are	attempts	at	academic	









Johannes	 Ismaiel-Wendt,	 for	 example,	 coined	 the	 term	 “Un-gehör-sam,”	 perhaps	 best	
translated	 as	 non-ad-hear-ing,	 signifying	 “a	 disobedience	 to	 conventional	 music-related	
cultural	representations”	(Ismaiel-Wendt	2016b,	my	translation).35	He	is	interested	in	critically	
rethinking	 “systems	 of	 regulation,	 standardizations,	 established	mechanisms,	 that	 can	 also	
dominate	 in	 academic	 modes	 of	 thought”	 (Ismaiel-Wendt	 2016a:	 3).	 Treating	 music	 as	
knowledge,	he	argues,	potentially	makes	room	for	alternative	modes	of	thought	to	hegemonic	
representations	of	 the	 (musical)	world	order:	 it	 allows	 for	what	he	 calls,	 in	 resonance	with	
Mignolo,	a	“sonic	de-linking”	(2013).	This	form	of	listening	seeks	to	disobey	“the	burdensome	










similar	 lines.	 Like	 Abels	 and	 Ismaiel-Wendt,	 she	 emphasizes	 listening’s	 potential	 as	 an	
academic-political	intervention	that	necessarily	“presses	against	and	moves	away	from	how	…	
music	 has	 been	 packaged,	 circulated,	 and	 written	 about”	 (Vasquez	 2013:	 9).	 Refusing	 to	










those	 fugitive	and	essential	…	components	 that	contribute,	 in	a	very	specific	way,	 to	an	event	and	 its	
aftermath.	Details	might	be	interruptions	that	catch	your	ear,	musical	tics	that	stubbornly	refuse	to	go	
away.	 They	 are	 things	 you	 might	 first	 dismiss	 as	 idiosyncrasies.	 They	 are	 specific	 choices	 made	 by	
musicians	and	performers	and	come	in	an	infinite	number	of	forms	(ibid.:	19).		
	






or	 someone	 is	made	visible	or	audible”(ibid.:	19-20).	No	 intellectual	masturbation	here!	No	
assumptions	 that	we	 can	 rid	 ourselves	 of	 the	 shackles	 of	 colonialism	 if	we	 just	 listen	 close	
enough.	 No	 promise	 of	 a	 new	 listening	 paradigm.	 Instead,	 a	 listening	 out	 for	 the	 musical	
parameters	that	often	“get	skipped	over,”	are	“left	unattended”	(ibid.:	20),	might	be	one	way	
to	 potentially	 unsettle	 the	master	 narratives	 produced	 by	 and	 part	 of	 naturalized	 forms	 of	
listening.	 Exactly	 because	 these	 details	 have	 been	 historically	 un-heard—silenced	 as	
academically	 and	 aesthetically	 relevant—such	 sonic	 nuances	 are	 potentially	 “wonderfully	
disruptive	fissures	that	crack	many	a	foundational	premise	behind	all	sorts	of	narratives”	(ibid.:	
20).	 A	 listening	 out	 for	 how	 musicians	 “reveal	 and	 misreveal	 …	 sonic	 details”—how	 they	
manipulate	 them,	 if	 you	 will—can	 resist	 approaches	 that	 perform	 them	 as	 “a	 singular,	
transparent,	commodifiable,	or	in	any	way	fixed	object”	(ibid.:	21)	of	knowledge.		
Finally,	to	counter	the	workings	of	“structural	listening	as	a	means	to	judge	not	only	the	
value	 of	 musical	 works,	 but	 also	 their	 place	 in	 the	 musical	 [and	 musicological]	 canon”	
(Dell’Antonio	2000:	2),	the	chapters	in	the	edited	volume	Beyond	Structural	Listening	(2000)	
explore	the	critical	potential	of	what	Dell’Antonio	calls	several	“postmodern	modes	of	hearing”	
(Dell’Antonio	 2000:	 1).	 These	 chapters	 aim	 to	 critically	 question	 listening’s	 role	 in	 musical	
control	 and	 narratives	 of	 musical	 mastery	 and	 discuss	 strategies	 ranging	 from	 listening	 to	
details	 as	 necessarily	 incoherent	 and	 disorienting,	 listening	 for	 disruption	 rather	 than	
continuation,	to	contesting	the	usefulness	of	the	very	notion	of	listening.	This,	in	the	conviction	
that	 “listening	 is	 a	 political	 and	 ethical	 act,	 and	 that	 an	 awareness	 of	 the	 diversity	 of	
interpretative	 strategies	 …	 can	 mitigate	 the	 hegemony—and	 the	 hubris—of	 the	
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totalist/organicist	 listening	 project.…	 We	 [therefore]	 call	 for	 alternative	 political/ethical	
strategies	of	listening”	(ibid.:	11).		
Central	to	these	academic	approaches	to	listening,	then,	is	the	question	of	how	to	listen	
beyond	 academically	 naturalized	 parameters	 while	 critically	 invoking—and	 therein	 always	
already	 entering	 the	 confines	 of—the	 established	 analytical	 categories	 that	 continue	 to	 be	
instrumental	 in	musical	disciplining	and	 the	disciplining	of	music.	This	challenge	 to	 the	very	
foundations	 of	 the	 musicologies	 necessitates	 a	 radical	 questioning	 of	 taken-for-granted	























you	know,	 “here	 is	what	 is	 important,”	 you	know,	 “here	 is	 the	 thing	 that	 you,	 you	
know,	need	to,	here	is	what	really	makes	it	what	it	is”.	And	then	you	listen	to	other	
people,	 and	 then	 you	 don’t	 really	 hear	 that,	 it’s	 like.	 Yeah,	 it’s	 the	 same	 notes,	
[laughing]	
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	 Eva-Maria:		 	 And	then,	what	would	make	the	difference,	then?		




	 Eva-Maria:		 	 Yeah.	Could	you	give	an	example	of	that?		










In	 her	 study	 of	 atherosclerosis,	 Mol	 critiques	 what	 she	 calls	 a	 paralyzing	
“perspectivalism”	(2002:	10).	This	leftover	of	postmodern	approaches	to,	among	other	things,	
disease,	“turns	doctors	and	patients	into	equals,	for	both	interpret	the	world	they	live	in”	(Mol	
2002:	 10).	 This	 problematically	 implies	 an	 absence	 of	 relations	 of	 power	 and	 negates	 the	
different	real-life	consequences	of	disease	for	the	various	people	involved.	In	foregrounding	
day-to-day	 knowledge	 practices	 through	 which	 atherosclerosis	 is	 “done	 in	 practice,”	 Mol	
attempts	 to	 find	 a	 way	 out	 of	 this	 dilemma	 (2002:	 12–13).	 Crucially,	 this	 entails	 a	 shift	 in	
approach	to	and	understanding	of	knowledge.	From	an	understanding	of	epistemology	as	a	
system	 of	 reference	 that	 seeks	 to	 authoritatively	 construct	 objects	 of	 knowledge,	 she	




Straaten	 2016a).	 Instead,	 it	 is	 manipulated	 and	 done,	 performed,	 in	 listening	 practices.	
Foregrounding	 such	 practices	 of	 manipulation	 has	 far-reaching	 effects.	 Paraphrasing	 Mol	
(2002:	4–5):	what	has	long	been	thought	of	as	singular—Hindustani	classical	music—multiplies.		
Following	 this	 approach,	 I	 examine	 how	 Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	 music’s	
aesthetic	 borders	 and	 content	 are	 brought	 into	 being,	 amplified,	 or	 faded	out	 through	 the	
listening	 practices	 I	 encountered.	 From	 thinking	 about	 musical	 knowledge	 as	 a	 matter	 of	
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reference—“rāga	so	and	so	is	structured	melodically	in	such	and	such	ways,	and	I	can	acquire	




















This	 interlocutor	 leverages	a	mode	of	 listening	distinct	 from,	but	partially	overlapping	with,	
categories	 used	within	 structural	 listening.	He	 emphasizes	 feeling,	 affect,	 and	 indicates	 the	
importance	 of	 embodied	 knowledge	 for	 listening	 out	 for	 sonic	 details	 beyond	 recognizing	
pitches	in	terms	of	the	notes	of	a	rāga.	In	the	same	breath,	he	emphasizes	that	it	is	a	long	and	
difficult	process	to	obtain	this	type	of	musical	knowledge,	the	details	of	which	can	never	really	
be	 captured	 in	 words.	 This	 illustrates	 how	musicians	mobilize	modes	 of	 listening	 in	 direct	
relation	 to	 notions	 of	 musical	 details.	 Strategically	 emphasizing	 its	 discursive	 ambiguity,	
combined	with	a	leveraging	of	listening	out	for	details	as	the	only	way	to	get	knowledge	about	
them,	 this	 instrumentalist	 performs	 the	 authority	 of	 his	 embodied	 musical	 knowledge	 in	








however,	 is	 not	 a	project	of	ultimate	 correction.	 I	 do	not	 seek	 to	 re-write	history,	 nor	do	 I	
attempt	to	make	an	allegedly	subaltern	musician	play	or	be	heard.	Instead,	I	 listen	out	for	a	
limited	number	of	sonic	nuances	that	musicians	manipulate	in	their	attempts	to	negotiate	or	
upend	 the	 aesthetic	 boundaries	 and	 content	 of	 Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	 music.	
Thereby,	I	aim	to	give	insights	into	the	complexity	of	this	double	existence	of	listening	within	







Selectively	 listening	out	 for	sonic	nuances,	always	 inherently	 involves	not-listening,	 listening	
away	 from,	 others.	 Based	 on	 historically	 conventionalized	 listening	 norms,	 we	 include	 and	
exclude.	Ignoring	sounds	that	do	not	adhere	to	the	norm,	or	labeling	them	aesthetically	and	
academically	 irrelevant,	 is	a	process	of	exclusion.	 Listening	practices	are	discriminatory	acts	
that	perform	musical	order.	Within	Hindustani	classical	instrumental	music,	listening	works	on	
two	complexly	entangled	levels.	Perhaps	these	are	best	thought	of	as	the	two	sides	of	a	coin,	
distinct	but	 inseparable.	Academic	 studies	of	Hindustani	 classical	 (instrumental)	music	have	
accepted	one	mode	of	listening	as	the	standard.	It	is	characterized	by	a	normative	listening	out	
for	melodic	and	aesthetic	structure	 in	terms	of	rāga	grammar,	a	 tendency	to	reductively	 fix	
music	as	an	object	and	describe	it	in	terms	of	or	in	comparison	to	European	art	music,	and	an	
inclination	to	write	one’s	own	guru	into	an	emerging	canon.	Such	structural	listening	is	at	work	
in	 the	 reproduction	 of	 the	 academic	 legitimacy	 of	 colonially	 connoted	 epistemological	
assumptions,	 reinforcing	 the	 power	 structures	 these	 uphold	 under	 the	 banner	 of	 revering	
difference.	The	challenges	this	poses	to	the	musicologies	are	manifold:	we	must	acknowledge	
the	impossibility	of	this	“post”	in	the	present	in	order	to	make	it	possible	for	the	future.	Several	




music,	 such	 a	 listening	 out	 for	 sonic	 nuances	 cannot	 simply	 be	 considered	 a	 strategy	 of	
































honorable,	part	of	research?	Should	 I	 ignore	these	difficult	aspects	and	 instead	focus	on	an	
analysis	of	the	hard	data	I	had	gathered	through	interviews	and	sound	recordings	of	concerts?		
In	retrospect,	it	was	during	these	emotionally	intense	and	often	difficult	moments	that	




















































how	can	 I	 deal	with	 such	 felt	 aspects	 that	 are	often	difficult	 to	 reduce	 to	 the	 realm	of	 the	
discursive?	And	what	about	all	those	aspects	that	my	informants	explicitly	told	me	not	to	write	
about?	The	very	fact	that	my	interlocutors	felt	whatever	happened	during	those	encounters	
needed	 to	 be	 faded	 out,	 silenced,	 is	 itself	 already	 illuminating	 of	 issues	 of	 power	 and	
knowledge.	This	brings	with	it	an	ethical	dilemma:	it	is	precisely	the	most	revealing	moments	
that	 I	am	not	allowed	to	repeat.	But	 in	my	not	repeating	them,	 I	silence	them,	and	thereby	
reproduce	the	power	structures	I	seek	to	critically	denaturalize.	This	paradox	led	me	to	search	
for	methods	that	allowed	me	to	examine	these	dynamics	in	as	nuanced	and	detailed	way	as	










she	 proposes	maintaining	 an	 “intellectual	 restlessness”	 (Abels	 2016b:	 3)	 in	 our	 relating	 to	
music.	Inseparable	from	such	a	shift	in	intellectual	approach	is	an	alteration	of	methods	and	




Gone,	 then,	of	 course,	 is	 academic	authority.	Towering	 tall,	however,	 is	 the	productive	precarity	of	a	
musicology	invested	in	the	relationship	between	fleeting	and	ambivalent	musicmaking	practices	and	an	




of	 listening	 as	 developed	 in	 previous	 chapters	 makes	 maintaining	 an	 a	 priori	 distinction	
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between	 theory,	 method,	 and	 practice	 impossible.	 A	 restless	 approach	 to	 the	 tensions	
negotiated	in	and	through	this	double	existence	of	listening	might	enable	an	attending	to	those	
aspects	I	cannot	make	explicit	but	which	I	refuse	to	silence.		
But	 then,	one	might	 ask,	what	methods	 are	best	 suited	 for	 an	 intellectually	 restless	
musicology,	and	how	does	this	allow	us	to	attend	to	the	tensions	discussed	without	breaking	
research	 ethics?	 True	 to	 her	 own	 argument,	 Abels	 does	 not	 give	 practical	 instructions	 for	
achieving	 such	 intellectual	 restlessness.	 Any	 fixing	 of	 methodological	 procedures	 would	
undermine	the	very	potential	of	restlessness	to	inhabit	the	constantly	transforming	relationship	
between	 listening	practices	and	 the	 (questions	asked	by	 the)	musicologist.	 John	Here,	 John	
Law’s	critical	rethinking	of	method	provides	impulses	for	thinking	about	how	I	might	“embrace	
restlessness”	 (Abels	 2016a)	 through	 the	 methodological	 choices	 I	 make	 in	 relation	 to	 the	
specific	goals	and	questions	attended	to	in	this	book.		






































It	 follows	 that	 my	methods	 not	 only	 influence	 what	 I	 construct—fix—as	 knowledge	 about	
Hindustani	classical	instrumental	music;	they	also	amplify	specific	versions	thereof.		









of	 realities	 of	 Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	music,	 as	 amplified	 by	 established	 research	
methods,	most	prominently	structural	listening.	Namely,	by	dimming	those	“loud”	aspects,	we	
might	be	able	to	listen	out	for,	“detect	and	amplify	particular	patterns	that	would	otherwise	be	
below	 the	 threshold	 of	 detectability”	 (Law	 2004:	 116).	 Following	 this	 idea,	 my	 choice	 of	
methods	 is	 informed	 by	 my	 attempt	 to	 temporarily	 silence	 those	 academically	 amplified	
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experiences,	 connections:	 realities	 I	 amplified	 through	 the	methodological	 choices	 I	 made.	
Some	of	my	data	is	only	located	in	my	embodied	memory:	a	hunch,	a	feeling,	a	shiver	down	my	
spine	as	my	ears—my	body—selectively	relate	to	and	judge	aspects	of	a	complex	sound	event.	
When	 I	 stopped	 listening	 structurally	 to	a	musician	practice	a	 sapat	 tān,	 instead	 letting	 the	
sounds	 wash	 over	 me,	 perhaps	 bore	 me,	 while	 wondering	 why	 a	 musician	 so	 obsessively	
repeated	 one	 phrase,	 an	 idea	 popped	 into	 my	 head.	 While	 listening	 to	 another	 musician	
performing	a	similar	tān,	this	idea	developed	further,	which	informed	a	question	I	asked	during	
an	interview	with	a	third	musician.	The	answer	to	this	question,	combined	with	a	remark	about	
tāns	 made	 by	 my	 teacher	 during	 tālim	 a	 year	 earlier,	 resulted	 in	 a	 transformation	 in	 my	
aesthetic	appreciation	of	tāns.	Combined,	these	aspects	influenced	which	aspects	of	virtuosity	
I	listened	out	for,	amplified,	and	which	ones	I	silenced	through	my	listening	practices.	All	these	
elements	 informed	 the	 ideas	 that	 can	be	encountered	 in	 the	chapter	on	virtuosity.	 I	hence	
cannot	present	my	reader	with	a	singular	narrative	or	specific	answer.	Nor	can	I	always	locate	
my	argument	in	one	specific	aspect	of	my	data—not	solely	in	interviews,	field	notes,	stories,	










what,	 among	 others,	 Isabelle	 Stengers	 has	 called	 “slow	 science”	 (Stengers	 2011:	 1).	 “Slow	








for	 with	 boredom	 exactly	 because	 they	 have	 been	 dismissed	 as	 irrelevant—un-heard,	
silenced—by	academic	studies	on	the	subject.	They	are	the	nuances	that	do	not	fit	within	the	
established	 rāga	 categorizations	 and	 classifications	 readily	 waiting	 to	 be	 filled	 up	 with	
information	through	structural	listening.	Seeking	to	deal	with	such	problematics,	slow	science	








My	 conscious	 transgression	 of	 academic	 conventions	 of	 form	 is	 mainly	 inspired	 by	
hornscheidt’s	play	with	form,	language,	and	structure	(2012)	as	well	as	by	the	“unconventional	
reading	experience”	(Rizvi	2014:	xvi)	offered	by	Richard	Wolf’s	mixing	of	fictional	narrative	with	
academic	discourse.	 In	The	Voice	 in	 the	Drum:	Music,	 Language,	and	Emotion	 in	 Islamicate	
South	Asia	 (2014),	Wolf	shifts	abruptly	between	different	perspectives,	narrative	forms,	and	
fonts.	 Thereby,	 he	 plays	with	 and	 disrupts	 both	 the	 carefully	 guarded	 boundaries	 between	
science	 and	 fiction	 as	 well	 as	 academic	 norms	 of	 argument	 structure	 and	 logic.	 That	 this	













und	 diskriminierung,	 gender	 studies	 und	 feministischer	 linguistic	 (2012),	 hornscheidt	 is	 not	
interested	 in	 searching	 for	 unitary,	 perfect,	 finished	 answers	 about	 the	 performativity	 of	
language.	Neither	is	the	author	invested	in	developing	a	linguistic	system	that	is	more	gender	






Instead,	 this	 is	 performed	 throughout	 hornscheidt’s	 book:	 its	 play	 with	 linguistic	 form,	 its	
differentiating	 structural	parts	of	 the	 text	 through	variations	 in	 formatting,	 and	 its	 at	 times	
academically	unconventional	content,	such	as	poetry.	The	conventional	flow	of	argument,	for	
example,	 is	 sometimes	disrupted	by	writing	exercises	or	questions	 that	directly	address	 the	
reader	(cf.	15,	208,	214,	240).	Texts	framing	such	interruptions	usually	do	not	explicitly	refer	to	
them,	thereby	encouraging	the	reader	to	make	connections	herself.	By	not	using	capitals	and	











linguistic	 norms,	might	 incite	 annoyance	 on	 the	 part	 of	 the	 reader.	 ecs	 asks	 the	 reader	 to	




something	 about	 the	 reader’s	 naturalized	 assumptions	 about	 normative	 (categories	 of)	
language	and	academic	knowledge	production.	The	form	of	the	argument,	then,	is	inherent	in	
and	 part	 of	 the	 book’s	 statement:	 it	 invites	 the	 reader	 to	 become	 open	 to	 oneself	 for	 a	
questioning	of	one’s	own	naturalized	categorizations,	and	to	take	responsibility	for	one’s	own	
speech	acts	(2012:	17).		















abruptly	 disturbing	 the	main	narrative	or	 argument.	Here,	 I	 seek	 to	mirror	 the	 fragmented	











macht-	 und	 Herrschaftsverhältnisse	 aufrechtzuerhalten.	 […]	 Schreiben	 kann	 und	 muss	 unbequem	 werden.	 […]	 Nur	 unbequeme	
Wissensproduktion	führt	zu	Veränderungen.		
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sangīt	 encounters,	 in	 a	 similar	 way,	 plays	 with	 and	 performs	 how	 particular	 tropes	 travel	










allow	yourself	 to	become	 impatient	or	 to	be	 irritated	by	my	 lingering	description	of	minute	
nuances.	To	allow	yourself	to	become	insecure	in	moments	you	are	not	able	to	structure,	to	
know,	to	claim	control	through	listening	and	reading	practices	you	have	familiarized	yourself	
with.	When	 this	 book	 resists	 such	 familiarity,	 I	 encourage	 you	 to	 perceive	 such	 frictions	 as	
instances	 that	 can	 teach	 you	 something.	 What	 it	 is	 that	 annoyed	 you?	 What	 norms	 or	
expectations	were	broken	and	led	to	your	confusion,	insecurity,	or	irritation?	What	might	such	
frustrations,	 irritations,	 insecurities,	 and	 boredom	 reveal	 about	 your	 own	 naturalized	





research	 I	have	made	choices	 regarding	 the	question	of	 inclusion	and	exclusion:	which	and	
whose	musical	practices	 take	place,	and	where?	Partially,	 these	choices	were	 influenced	by	
practical	issues	such	as	(lack	of)	funding,	geographical	distance,	my	job	as	a	research	assistant,	








When	 starting	my	 research,	 I	was	mainly	 interested	 in	 the	movement	of	music	 around	 the	
planet.	My	 starting	 point	 was	 its	 potential	 to	 disrupt	 often	 taken-for-granted	 relationships	
between	music,	 place,	 space,	 and	 belonging	 (cf.	 Connell	 and	 Gibson	 2003).	 In	 the	 case	 of	
Hindustani	classical	music,	 this	rupture	has	resulted	 in	discussions	about	the	authenticity	of	







Due	 to	 the	 possibility	 of	 studying	 at	 various	 music	 schools,	 including	 those	 founded	 by	
Bhatkhande	and	Tagore	 in	 the	early	 twentieth	 century,	 increased	easy	 access	 to	 canonized	
musicians,	and	a	growing	investment	of	(diaspora)40	Indian	upper-middle	class	in	this	music,	
there	are	many	musicians	currently	 scattered	around	 the	planet.	Crucially,	 this	 scattering	 is	
related	 to	 genre.	 In	 the	North	Atlantic	 realm,	most	 of	 the	musicians	 performing	 are	 either	
dhrupadya	 or	 instrumentalists;	 performances	 by	 khayāl	 vocalists	 are	 almost	 exlusively	
organized	 by	 and	 for	 the	 Indian	 diasporic	 community.	 Within	 the	 Indian	 context,	 this	 is	
reversed.	Khayāl	numerically	dominates	at	most	prominent	musical	festivals	and	on	radio	and	
television	programming,	while	instrumentalists	and	dhrupadyas	are	less	audible	in	this	public	




Namely,	 this	 genre	 consists	 of	 varied	 musical	 practices,	 each	 with	 distinct	 musical	












narrowed	my	 focus	 to	 disciples	 of	 three	 second-generation	Maihar	 gharānā	musicians:	 Ali	
Akbar	 Khan	 (1922–2009),	 Annapurna	 Devi	 (1927–),	 and	 Nikhil	 Banerjee	 (1937–1986).	 This	
decision	was	mainly	based	on	access	to	informants	I	gained.		
Each	of	these	three	musicians	are	canonized	as	belonging	to	and	having	been	formative	







actively	encouraging	 them	 to	develop	 their	own	distinctive	musical	 style.	 It	 is	 precisely	 this	
diversity	that	is	paradoxically	leveraged	as	proof	of	their	membership	to	the	same	gharānā.	Due	




Khan	 had	 already	 passed	 away.	 At	 the	 time	 of	writing,	 Annapurna	 Devi	 is	 still	 alive,	 but	 is	
bedridden,	no	longer	able	or	willing	to	teach	due	to	considerable	illness,	and	living	as	a	recluse.	
















would	 group	 the	 same	 musicians	 rather	 differently.	 I	 refrain	 from	 categorizing	 of	 these	
musicians,	as	this	would	always	produce	hierarchical	ordering	as	to	their	importance	within	the	
gharānā.	 Instead,	 I	 am	 interested	 in	 the	 listening	 strategies	 involved	 in	 the	 claims	 of	 their	
importance.	Hence,	 I	will	provide	the	contextual	 information	necessary	to	understand	those	
strategies	 throughout	 the	 book.	 Such	 contextualization	 again	 brings	 along	 the	 question	 of	
ethics.	 To	 avoid	 conflicts	 and	 protect	 the	 identity	 of	 musicians,	 I	 have	 often	 anonymized	
encounters.	However,	to	examine	what	is	happening	musically	and	which	strategies	of	listening	
are	employed	by	a	particular	musician,	context	is	often	necessary.	And	the	more	information	is	
given,	 the	 easier	 it	 becomes	 to	 identify	 the	 interlocutor.	 When	 dealing	 with	 this	 ethical	
dilemma,	I	chose	to	guarantee	anonymity	over	what	in	conventionally	academic	terms	might	
be	 conceived	of	 as	evidence—at	 times,	perhaps,	 at	 the	 cost	of	my	argument.	As	described	
above,	 I	 tried	 to	solve	 this	challenge,	 through	 this	book’s	 form,	 inviting	 the	 reader	 to	make	
connections	regarding	the	larger	argument	I	make.		
Finally,	by	focusing	on	the	listening	practices	of	a	gharānā	that	has	already	received	a	
relatively	 large	 amount	 of	 academic	 attention,	 I	 become	 part	 of	 the	 canonization	 of	 this	






























Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	music’s	 boundaries	 and	 content	 are	negotiated,	 attending	
performances	took	up	only	a	small	portion	of	my	research.		
Depending	 on	 the	 stage	 in	 their	musical	 development,	musicians	 also	 spend	 a	 large	
amount	 of	 time	 giving	 and/or	 receiving	 tālim,	 the	 second	 listening	 practice	 I	 examine.	 As	
Neuman	(2004)	argues,	tālim	is	an	important	way	through	which	musicians	embody	musical	
knowledge.	However,	perhaps	because	it	is	not	exactly	graspable	through	structural	listening,	
academics	 have	 not	 examined	 this	 practice.	 Tālim	 takes	 on	multiple	 forms,	 depending	 on,	
among	 other	 aspects,	 the	 level	 of	 the	 students,	 the	 context,	 and	 from	which	 of	 the	 three	

















Ma.	The	phrase	 that	he	 is	 learning,	has	quite	a	 strong	andolan	on	Ma.	However,	 in	his	 repeating	 this	
phrase,	the	student	does	not	play	that	andolan,	he	sits	on	Ma	and	then	moves	away	from	it	again.	After	























Another	 aspect	 of	 Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	 music	 that	 has	 received	 little	
academic	 attention	 is	 riyāz,	 or	 practice.	 Neuman	 (1990	 [1980])	 and	 Neuman	 (2004)	 have	





















Japan,	 and	 countries	 such	 as	Dubai,	 the	United	Emirates,	 and	Qatar.	 India-based	musicians	
travel	 to	 the	United	States	and	Japan	 for	summer	tours,	perhaps	stopping	 in	Europe	or	 the	
Middle	 East	 on	 the	 way.	 Similarly	 touring	 or	 following	 their	 teacher	 to	 learn,	 USA-based	
musicians	 travel	 to	 India	 for	 the	winter	 concert	 season.	 I	 decided	 to	 follow	 suit	 and	move	
around	the	planet	in	a	similar	manner.		
However,	 research	 funding	 structures	 do	 not	 resonate	 with	 such	 multi-sited	























afterwards	 to	 elaborately	 discuss	 the	 lesson,	 the	 aesthetic	 choices	 made,	 and	 the	 own	













with	 listening	 to	 or	 knowledge	 about	 other	 instruments	 or	 vocalists.	 The	 element	 of	 Majumdar’s	
performance	that	 I	 still	 remember	was	 the	 timbre	of	his	 instrument,	 the	sarod,	as	different.	This,	 so	 I	
remember	 stating	 to	 the	person	who	had	 accompanied	me	 to	 the	 concert,	 I	 found	 rather	disruptive.	
Compared	 to	 the	 sound	 of	 the	 sitar	 I	 had	 learned	 to	 love,	 it	 sounded	 metallic.	 As	 a	 result,	 I	 found	




















a	 single	 question,	Majumdar	 seemed	 hesitant	 to	 talk	 about	 himself	 or	 his	music.	 After	 asking	 him	 a	
question	about	his	musical	style,	he	asked	me:	“Oh,	you	want	me	to	play	for	you?”	He	almost	seemed	







hand	movements,	 the	 fluctuations	 in	 and	 contrast	 between	dynamic	 qualities,	 contrast	 in	 speed	 and	


































I	 stayed	at	Majumdar’s	 guesthouse	as	 agreed	beforehand.	 The	other	 two	 rooms	were	occupied	by	 a	





































I,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 also	 capitalized	 on	 this	 relationship	 because	 he	 allowed	me	 to	make	
recordings,	conduct	interviews,	and	do	participant	observation—everything	a	budding	music	




























































I	 decided	which	 form	would	be	 the	most	 suitable	 depending	on	my	 aims	 in	 that	 particular	
moment.	Perhaps	I	played	my	sitar	because	I	wanted	to	avoid	conflict	with	a	senior	musician	
who	had	told	me	to	play.	Or	I	listened	silently	because	I	did	not	have	the	money	to	pay	for	a	




















practices,	 which	 I	 would	 use	 as	 basis	 for	 discussion.	 Before	 each	 interview,	 I	made	 a	 non-
exhaustive	list	of	topics	for	discussion.	Some	were	the	same	for	each	interview,	others	were	
person-specific.	 While	 I	 made	 sure	 these	 topics	 were	 indeed	 touched	 upon,	 I	 kept	 such	





process	of	 transcribing—developing	one’s	 thoughts	 in	 the	process	of	 this	engagement	with	
fragments	of	one’s	research—rather	than	in	the	fixed	end-result,	I	do	not	see	this	as	a	problem.	
I	did	back	up	 the	 recordings	of	 the	 interviews,	 so	 they	are	available	 for	 transcription	 in	 the	






As	 Starks	 and	 Brown	 Trinidad	 have	 summarized,	 discourse	 analysis	 “can	 shed	 light	 on	 the	
creation	and	maintenance	of	social	norms,	the	construction	of	personal	and	group	identities,	





















and	 three,	 therefore,	 each	 of	my	 analytical	 chapters	 begins	 with	 an	 analysis	 of	 (historical)	
discourses	 relevant	 to	 that	chapter’s	 topic.	This	enables	me	to	examine	how	such	historical	
discourse	resonates	 in	contemporary	 listening	practices	and	which	elements	they	 leave	out.	
Elements	 contributing	 to	 this	 discourse	 include	 recent	 academic	 writings,	 concert	 reviews,	
music	 descriptions	 on	 flyers,	 CDs	 and	 LPs,	 books	 for	 learning	 to	 play	 a	musical	 instrument,	
(auto)biographies,	 the	 conversational	 interviews	 I	 conducted,	 the	 many	 informal	
conversations,	pieces	of	gossip,	and	anecdotes	I	took	part	in	and	encountered,	comments	on	
and	 descriptions	 of	 YouTube	 audio	 and	 audiovisual	 uploads,	 and	 interviews	 with	 artists	
published	on	websites.	 Taking	 these	 elements	 as	 statements	 that	 take	part	 in	 the	 framing,	
informing,	and	performing	of	listening	practices	allows	me	to	examine	them	as	elements	of	a	
































figures,	 such	 as	 Bhatkhande	 and	 Tansen.	 These	 musicians-and-musicologists	 have	 become	
known	 for	 their	 crucial	 roles	 in	 shaping	 the	normative	aesthetic	boundaries	of	 a	 (discourse	
about)	music	that,	in	the	process,	became	constructed	as	traditional,	classical,	and	Indian	(cf.	
Bakhle	2005;	Neuman	2004;	Jones	2013).	The	knowledge	these	people	produced,	Roy	claims,	
is	 essential	 for	 any	 person	 with	 a	 serious	 interest	 in	 North	 Indian	 classical	 music.	 Placing	








authoritative	 status	as	distinct	 from	the	apparent	orthodoxy	of	hereditary	musical	 lineages.	
Translating	Ustad	as	“maestro,”	the	use	of	notions	of	“repertoire”	and	“art”	music,	and	the	idea	






was	not	part	of	a	musical	 family	but	was	nonetheless	able	 to	 learn	 from	several	prominent	
musicians.	 These	 assorted	 musical	 influences	 from	 vocalists,	 instrumentalists,	 and	
percussionists,	 the	 biography	 claims,	 allowed	 him	 to	 make	 inventive	 musical	 changes	 in	
instruments,	 musical	 form	 and	 structure,	 rāga	 approach,	 compositions,	 and	 the	 use	 of	






art,	musical	knowledge,	and	musical	 transformation	and	authenticity	are	often	 leveraged	 in	




Indian	 government	 in	 1999,	 for	 example,	 reveals	 how	 he	 has	 been	 instrumentalized	 in	
(retrospective)	 constructions	 of	 India	 as	 a	 nation-state	 with	 a	 rich	 cultural	 heritage.	
Corresponding	to	the	biography,	the	variety	of	instruments	portrayed	on	this	stamp	perform	








a	 direct	 relationship	 between	musical	 practices,	 the	 court	 village	 where	 Khan	 worked	 and	
taught	his	disciples,	and	his	musical	genius	and	authority.	“Senia”	refers	to	the	“Sen”	 in	the	
name	 of	 Tan	 Sen	 or	 Tansen,	 the	 figure	 legendarized	 as	 a	musician	 at	 the	 court	 of	Mughal	
emperor	 Akbar	 in	 the	 sixteenth	 century.	 As	 there	 is	 no	 method	 of	 verifying	 a	 hereditary	
relationship	with	 this	musician,	 claims	 of	 direct	musical	 descending	 from	 this	musician	 is	 a	
common	 legitimizing	 strategy	 among	 contemporary	 musicians.	 Musical	 authority,	 here	
presents	itself	as	Senia	Maihar	gharānā	tradition.	It	becomes	institutionalized	and	canonized	in	
and	on	those	terms.	As	Neuman	has	illustrated,	questions	about	the	“authority	of	gharanas	as	

































Made	 by	 one	 of	 Khan’s	 most	 well-known	 and	 long-term	 students,	 such	 abuse-glorifying	
descriptions	 implicitly	 transfer	 the	 ascribed	 purity	 and	 perfection	 of	 music	 onto	 Shankar’s	
music.	Without	having	to	call	himself	a	perfectionist	and	his	music	pure,	Shankar	implies	just	
this.	In	turn,	as	I	illustrate	below,	my	interlocutors	now	use	this	as	a	strategy	within	their	own	











been	 a	 primary	 influence	 on	 his	 decision	 to	 take	 on	 non-hereditary	 student	 such	 as	 Nikhil	
Banerjee.	His	own	musical	diversity,	my	 interlocutors	 furthermore	assert,	 is	 apparent	 in	his	
playing	 styles,	 approach	 to	 rāga,	 and	 his	 alleged	 ability	 to	 play	 over	 a	 hundred	 musical	
instruments.	These	characteristics	are	often	cited	to	explain	the	differences	in	musical	styles	of	















remained	 conveniently	 oblivious	 to	 a	 shift	 in	 musicological	 attitudes	 to	 canon-building	 as	
established	 by	 Kerman	 (1983).	 The	 debates	 following	 this	 publication	 have	 informed	 my	
approach	to	these	mechanisms.		
Inquiring	into	musicology’s	roles	in	the	origin,	 legitimacy,	and	mechanisms	at	work	in	
sustaining	 the	 European	 art	 music	 canon,	 Kerman	 critiqued	 the	 active	 roles	 musicologists	
played	in	determining	its	normative	boundaries	and	content.	Kerman	proposed	instead	asking:	
“How	are	canons	determined,	why,	and	on	what	authority?”	(Kerman	1983:	124).	Following	
this	 approach,	 canons	 can	 be	 thought	 of	 as	 mechanisms	 of	 power	 that	 implicitly	 and/or	
explicitly	contain	a	valorizing	component	(cf.	Assmann	1992;	Berger	2013:	47–58).	At	stake	in	
the	 dynamics	 of	musical	 canonization,	 then,	 is	 a	 specific	 interaction	 between	 processes	 of	
musical	valorization	(cf.	Brown	1998;	Kasten	2004;	Coombe	2010)	and	valorization	of	music.	As	
such,	 canons	not	 only	 represent	 but	 also	 create	hierarchy;	 they	 are	 constitutive	of	musical	
order.	 It	 furthermore	follows	that	a	canon	is	not	fixed	but	should	 instead	be	approached	as	
“something	 alive,	 and	 hence	we	 speak	 of	 canon	 as	 a	 form	 of	memory,	 specifically	 cultural	
memory”	 (Assmann	 2013:	 103).	 Cultural	 memory,	 for	 Assmann,	 “is	 a	 form	 of	 collective	







Such	 rethinking	 of	 a	 musical	 canon,	 not	 as	 static	 and	 naturally	 given	 but	 as	 a	













In	 this	 chapter,	 I	 introduce	 musicians	 Ali	 Akbar	 Khan,	 Annapurna	 Devi,	 and	 Nikhil	
Banerjee	 by	 exploring	 elements	 involved	 in	 their	 canonization.	 In	 the	 process,	 I	 flesh	 out	































Their	 investment	 of	 a	 large	 part	 of	 their	 lives	 in	 the	 preservation	 of	 Khan’s	musical	
heritage,	combined	with	discourses	about	Hindustani	classical	 instrumental	music’s	 forever-
lost	 golden	 years,	 have	made	me	doubt	my	own	 life	 goals.	 Is	 becoming	 a	 passively	writing	
academic	really	the	way	I	want	to	relate	to	music?	Should	I	instead	invest	my	time	in	learning	
to	play,	in	keeping	this	beautiful	music	alive?	During	the	more	reflexive	moments	of	my	visit,	I	
laughed	 about	 and	 felt	 slightly	 ashamed	 of	 my	 lack	 of	 analytical	 distance	 and	 apparent	
































was	printed	on	 a	 twenty-five	 rupee	 stamp,	 Khan’s	was	printed	on	 a	 five-rupee	 stamp.	 This	
created	a	controversy.	Several	of	Khan’s	disciples	and	 family	members	on	both	sides	of	 the	
Atlantic	 took	 this	difference	 in	monetary	value	 to	 imply	 that	 the	 Indian	government	valued	
Shankar’s	 musical	 contributions	 over	 Khan’s.	 Again,	 government	 officials	 were	 contacted,	
prominent	musicians	were	mobilized	to	protest,	the	Times	of	India	(TOI)	dedicated	an	article	to	
the	issue,49	and	my	Facebook	timeline	was	filled	with	angry	discussions	on	the	topic.	According	
to	 the	 article	 in	 the	 TOI,	 the	 “postal	 department	 assigns	 values	 to	 commemorative	 stamps	
arbitrarily.”50	The	commotion,	however,	both	implies	and	constructs	Hindustani	classical	music	
as	representative	of,	and	crucial	for,	the	construction	of	India	as	a	nation.	Combined	with	the	




resting	 place	 reveals	 several	 canonizing	 aspects.	 First,	 the	mentioning	 of	 his	 father’s	 name	
performs	the	hereditary	relationship	between	the	founder	of	the	Maihar	gharānā	and	Khan.	As	
asserted	 above,	 claiming	 a	 belonging	 to	 a	 gharānā	 is	 in	 itself	 a	 powerful	 tool	 to	 legitimize	
musical	knowledge	practices.	A	blood	relationship	with	the	conceived	founder	of	a	gharānā	is	
a	powerful	trope	within	this	context;	the	gravestone’s	emphasis	on	this	father–son	relationship	










Another	 striking	 element	 of	 the	 gravestone	 text	 is	 the	 statement	 that	 Khan	 is	 “THE	







of	 this	 thesis.	 The	 use	 of	 the	 notion	 on	 the	 gravestone,	 however,	 indicates	 two	 aspects	 of	
central	importance	to	understanding	the	musical	knowledge	practices	of	his	disciples	in	relation	
to	Khan’s	canonization.		












every	 musical	 articulation	 should	 be	 copied	 exactly.	 As	 one	 of	 his	 disciples	 suggests:	
“Khansaheb	did	that	all	the	time,	so	I	try	to	do,	well,	really	I	have	always	wanted	to	be	a	little	
Khansaheb.	 [laughing]	 I	 don't	 wanna	 be	 Christopher	 Ris,	 I	 wanna	 be	 a	 little	 Khansaheb.	
[laughing]”	(Christopher	Ris,	2014).	Several	of	Khan’s	disciples	likewise	reject	musical	originality	
as	relevant	in	their	own	playing.	Simultaneously,	however,	they	emphasize	the	same	quality	as	







A	 second	 aspect	 of	 Khan’s	 canonization	 signaled	 by	 the	 notion	 of	 emperor,	 is	 his	
movement	between	(mainly)	the	North	Atlantic	realm	and	India	from	the	1950s	onwards.	The	
text	on	the	gravestone	refers	to	this	history	of	musical	encounters.	The	gravestone’s	collating	







player	 “Mr.	Gaur,	 a	 pupil	 of	Mr.	 Khan”	 to	 the	US	public,	 framing	 the	 performance	with	 an	
explanation	of	the	instruments	and	the	concept	of	rāga.	This	recording	is	often	portrayed	as	





The	 college	 became	 a	 place	 where	 one	 could	 learn,	 listen	 to,	 and	 practice	 not	 just	


























“he	 showed	 the	 world	 what	 Indian	 music	 truly	 is”	 reproduces	 this	 trope	 leveraged	 in	 his	
canonization.		
In	 the	 case	 of	 Khan,	 canonization	 is	 directly	 influenced	 by	 recordings	 evidencing	 his	
musical	 genius	 through	 teaching.	 Throughout	 his	 approximately	 sixty	 years	 of	 teaching,	 his	


















such	as	“Signature	Series”	performs	the	 idea	 that	 they	contain	musical	elements	specific	 to	
Khan’s	musical	signature	or	style.		














Such	 strategies	 are	 neither	 new	nor	 specific	 to	 the	Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	
context.	While	the	leveraging	of	the	notion	of	musical	genius	to	valorize	musical	practices	is	a	
















































his	choice	to	write	about	of	his	composition	 in	 three	rāgas	 instead	of	a	more	general	“the”	
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claims	 that	 Khan’s	music	 represents	 “a	 high-water	mark”	 are	 borrowed	 from	European	 art	
music.	We	can	listen	out	for	“what	Indian	music	truly	is,”	but	only	on	our	terms.		






of	 Hindustani	 classical	music?	 In	 each	 of	 these	 cases,	 the	 text	 engraved	 in	 the	 stone	 does	






























































and	 listeners	 actively	 debate	 and	 play	 something	 they	 designate	 “her	 music,”	 and	 she	 is	
commonly	 referred	 to	 as	 a	 “living	 legend.”	Combined,	 this	 indicates	 that	 she	did	 enter	 the	
collective	 “cultural	memory”	 (Assman	 2008;	 2013)	 as	 a	 renowned	musician	whose	musical	
practices	 are	 considered	 a	 valuable	 part	 of	 Hindustani	 classical	music.	 In	 contrast	with	 the	
abovementioned	overload	of	evidence	about	her	brother’s	individual	style,	musical	genius,	and	
hence	rightful	place	in	the	canon	of	Hindustani	classical	music,	Annapurna	Devi	and	her	music	




reproduced	and	 fixed	 in	 interviews,	biographies,	and	on	websites.	The	well-rehearsed	story	
about	her	 father’s	 initial	 refusal	 to	 teach	her	 is	 exemplary	of	 several	 discursive	 tropes	 that	


















With	 the	 publication	 of	 this	 story	 in	 her	 father’s	 biography,	 the	 author	 fixes	 this	 orally	
transmitted	anecdote	in	written	form,	thereby	investing	the	narrative	with	authority.	The	story	
makes	 use	 of	 several	 discursive	 tropes	 to	 perform	 Devi’s	 musical	 genius.	 First,	 the	 author	
portrays	 listening	 as	 a	 valid	 musical	 knowledge	 practice.	 Devi’s	 ability	 to,	 without	 formal	
training,	 pick	 up	music	 that	was	 taught	 to	 somebody	 else	 capitalizes	 on	 notions	 of	 natural	
musical	talent,	her	listening	skills	presented	as	extra-ordinary.	Her	ability	to	effortlessly	pick	up	
















not	 allowed	 to	 move	 for	 five	 hours,	 resulting	 in	 excruciating	 leg	 cramps	 during	 tālim,	 is	








her,	 but	 instead	 he	 started	 to	 train	 her	 to	 enable	 her	 already	 present	 musical	 abilities	 to	
blossom.	Music	is	again	presented	as	the	higher	goal,	but	in	this	case	it	prevented	rather	than	
provoked	violence.	Similarly	capitalizing	on	this	ideology,	Devi’s	disciples	often	contrast	stories	
of	 abuse	 with	 anecdotes	 about	 her	 sweet	 and	 caring	 personality	 outside	 of	 the	 teaching	






















got	 jealous	of	her	 receiving	more	applause	during	 their	 shared	concerts.	Trying	 to	save	her	
















Another	aspect	of	Devi’s	canonization	 is	 (the	 lack	of)	audio-recordings	substantiating	
her	legendary	musical	talent	and	skills.	To	my	knowledge,	there	are	just	four	secretly	taped	and	
undated	 recordings	 of	 her	 performing	 circulating	 on	 the	 Internet,	 in	 different	 versions	 of	
varying	sound	quality	and	length.	Often,	such	recordings	are	labeled	and	discussed	as	“rare.”	
They	are	accompanied	by	one	or	more	of	the	few	widely	circulating	digitized	pictures	depicting	
a	 young	 Devi	 with	 her	 instrument,	 the	 surbahar.	 In	 the	 context	 of	 an	 archive	 fever	 over	
recordings	(cf.	Neuman	2004;	Van	Straaten	2016),	framing	these	recordings	as	rare	affords	a	
sense	of	value	to	 the	sounds	captured.	The	uploading	of	a	“rare”	recording	on	the	 internet	




turn,	 this	 rarity	 enables	 the	 people	 posting	 these	 recordings	 to	 gain	 a	 name	 as	 music	

















“sacrifice,”	 referring	 to	 abovementioned	 gossips.	 This	 in	 turn	 evidences	 the	 rarity	 of	 the	






that	 her	 music	 has	 on	 listeners.	 Anecdotes	 about	 smelling	 fragrances	 during	 her	 practice	
sessions,	 or	 crying	when	hearing	her	 teach,	 attribute	 an	 almost	 superhuman	quality	 to	her	
music.	Such	tropes	also	circulate	in	response	to	the	few	recordings	of	her	playing,	for	example	
in	a	comment	on	the	aforementioned	alāp	recording:	“wow	im	[sic]	actually	crying.”	Despite	
the	 occasional	 almost	 complete	 absence	 of	 sound	 (0:23–0:26),	 sporadic	 distortions	 of	 the	
surbahar’s	 melodic	 phrases	 by	 low-frequency	 sounds	 (0:27–0:31,	 5:39–5:49),	 a	 limited	






















claim	does	several	 things:	 It	emphasizes	 that	Devi	has	received	her	rāga	knowledge	directly	
from	 its	 perceived	 source,	 thereby	 authenticating	 her	 version	 of	 that	 rāga.	 It	 furthermore	
mystifies	the	figure	and	music	of	Annapurna	Devi.	That	is,	even	though	we	can	hear	her	music	
on	several	recordings,	Haldipur	leverages	his	personal	relationship	with	her	in	his	claim	that	the	









and	 daughter	 of	 the	 legendary	 Ustad	 Allauddin	 Khansaheb	 (Baba),	 the	 fountainhead	 of	 the	 gharana,	
















ability	 to	 instill	 this	 depth	 in	 her	 students,	 mutually	 authorize	 her	 place	 in	 the	 canon	 of	
Hindustani	classical	music	based	on	the	music	played	by	her	students,	and	the	legitimacy	of	her	
students	based	on	their	relationship	to	her.		
These	 claims	 are	 backed	 up	 by	 specific	 ideologies.	 The	 notions	 of	musical	 legacy	 or	
heritage,	Indianness,	and	ideologies	of	purity,	tradition,	and	authenticity,	are	attached	both	to	
her	name	and	to	musical	elements	through	the	musical	knowledge	practices	of	her	disciples.	In	









Finally,	 social	 media	 also	 play	 a	 role	 in	 canonizing	 Devi.	 Most	 Hindustani	 classical	
(instrumental)	musicians	actively	use	social	media	such	as	Facebook.	They	announce	and	post	
pictures	 and	 audiovisual	 snippets	 of	 (foreign)	 concert	 tours	 or	 (usually	 overseas)	 teaching	
sessions.	For	example,	Devi’s	already-mentioned	cousin,	Shiraz	Ali	Khan,	posted	a	photo	on	
Facebook64	 of	 himself	 posing	with	 several	musicians.	Musical	 instruments	 frame	 them.	 The	



































low,	 I	 still	 highly	 value	 his	music.	 This	 raises	 the	 question	 of	 canonization:	 based	 on	which	
elements	 has	 this	musician	 come	 to	be	 valorized	 as	 part	 of	 a	 canon	of	Hindustani	 classical	






























several	 things.	 First,	 it	 performs	 this	 structural	 element	 as	 important	 for	 valorizations	 of	
Hindustani	classical	instrumental	music.	It	furthermore	immediately	affords	the	self-appointed	
musical	connoisseur	the	satisfaction	of	recognizing,	categorizing,	and	controlling	the	sounds	















in	 January	1986,	 the	world	 lost	one	of	 its	preeminent	musicians,	when	at	 the	age	of	 fifty-four,	 Indian	
classical	sitarist,	Pandit	Nikhil	Banerjee,	died	of	a	sudden	heart	attack.	Though	Nikhil	Banerjee	had	often	
traveled,	 taught	 and	performed	 in	 the	West,	 he	was	 largely	 unknown	and	unappreciated	outside	 the	













as	musical	 knowledge	 that	can	be	studied	 to	 learn	 to	play	his	 style.	The	use	of	 “The	West”	
combined	 with	 “even	 though,”	 finally,	 signals	 a	 central	 paradox	 within	 contemporary	
Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	 music,	 which	 is	 here	 mobilized	 to	 construct	 Banerjee’s	
importance	as	a	musician.	The	fact	that	he	was	musically	active	in	“the	West,”	the	voice-over	














today.	These	characteristics	are	 related	 to	his	 strict	approach	 to	 rāga	and	extreme	practice	






As	 a	 virtuoso	 of	 commendable	 skills,	 performances	 on	 the	 sitar	 in	 Europe	 and	 America	 received	 the	
highest	 accolades	 from	 the	 circles	 of	 scholars	 and	 music	 lovers	 alike.	 An	 absolute	 master	 of	 the	





and	 mastery,	 are	 directly	 linked	 to	 Banerjee’s	 dedication	 to	 practice.	 In	 contrast	 with	 the	
canonizing	 of	 Devi	 and	 Khan	 as	 natural	 musical	 talents,	 Banerjee’s	 command	 over	 the	













































he	 did	 not	 teach	 anybody.	 That	 is,	my	 interlocutors	 state,	 he	 often	 suggested	 that	 he	 still	
needed	to	practice	before	he	would	be	ready	to	teach.		





These	 involve	 several,	 at	 times	 conflicting,	 forms	 and	 practices.	 People	who	 once	 received	
advice	from	Banerjee	about	their	right-hand	playing	technique	claim	to	have	learned	from	him.	
Others	 who	 were	 allowed	 to	 hang	 around	 in	 his	 quarters,	 listen	 to	 his	 practice,	 and	 even	













from	 him,	 he	 was	 just	 his	 secretary,	 that’s	 all”	 (anonymous	 musician).	 These	 conflicting	
concepts	 and	 practices	 of	 musical	 learning	 interact	 with	 and	 build	 upon	 aforementioned	
canonizing	narratives	about	Banerjee’s	devotion	 to	 riyāz	 that	allegedly	prohibited	him	 from	
teaching.	
Musicians	born	around	the	time	of	or	after	his	death	cannot	capitalize	on	such	personal	
interactions.	However,	 this	 does	 not	 stop	 them	 from	making	 (musical)	 claims	 regarding	 his	
influence	on	their	music.	This	includes	the	framing	of	their	own	teaching	and	performing	with	




















Asked	 to	 describe	 his	 association	with	 Banerjee,	 Chatterjee	 re-counts	 the	 former’s	 alleged	
promise	of	a	“proper”	teacher–student	relationship.	As	Banerjee	is	known	for	his	strong	right	
hand,	 suggesting	 that	 he	 examined	 Chatterjee’s	 hands	 for	 strength	 invests	 the	 story	 with	
authenticity.	Although	Banerjee’s	early	passing	meant	that	this	did	not	become	a	reality,	the	
narrative	 about	 the	 conditions	 of	 this	 promise	 reproduce	 the	 strict-adherence-to-tradition	
narrative	 pointed	 out	 above.	 However,	 the	 story	 also	 does	 something	 else:	 the	 alleged	
willingness	of	Banerjee	to	teach	Chatterjee	implies	that	while	listening	to	this	young	musician	
perform	for	him,	Banerjee	already	heard	his	musical	potential.	Thereby,	Chaterjee	produces	






relates	 an	 anecdote	 about	 ways	 of	 learning,	 musical	 growth,	 and	 transformation	 to	 Nikhil	
Banerjee’s	own	learning	process.	This	reproduces	the	figure	of	Nikhil	Banerjee	as	a	devoted	
disciple	 and	musician.	 For	 the	musician	 telling	 the	 story,	 however,	 the	 suggestion	 that	 one	
should	 start	 learning	 by	 blindly	 copying	 legitimates	 the	 now	 common	 practice	 of	 learning	
through	 listening	 to	 recordings.	 That	 is,	 recordings	 such	as	 the	Desh	 that	 the	documentary	
starts	with	become	sonic	proof	of	Banerjee’s	musical	genius.	In	turn,	through	such	anecdotes,	


































Interlocutor:		 Yeah,	 I	mean,	videos,	(laughing)	 like.	 I’ll	slow	it	down,	you	know,	I	mean.	 I	mean,	we	
have	some	videos	here.	Uhm,	I	think	only,	only	one	that	I	know,	but	it’s	a	full	concert.	















recordings	 results	 in	many	musicians	who	 (try	 to)	 sound	 like	 Nikhil	 Banerjee.	 This	 partially	




Gharana	 of	 the	 younger	 generation”	 (personal	 communication)	 by,	 among	 other	 things,	
sounding	out	elements	of	Banerjee’s	style	as	he	learnt	from	recordings.	One	of	his	strategies	
to	 establish	 himself	 is	 to	 regularly	 post	 short	 audiovisual	 clips	 of	 his	 playing	 on	 Facebook.	






guru-shishiya	 paramparā,	 where	 compositions	 are	 learned	 through	 oral	 transmission	 from	












for	 the	 specifics	 of	 these	 recordings	 as	 “an	 archetypal	 performance	 …	 classic	 recordings”	
(Neuman	 1990	 [1980]:	 224–225).	 As	 such,	 these	 partially	 preserved	 musical	 articulations	









instruments	 and,	 apparently,	 also	 a	 collector	 of	 audiovisual	material,	 posted	 a	 comment	 in	
response	to	this	video.	This	sparked	a	discussion	about	the	value	of	such	recordings	and	the	























the	 crucial	 role	 of	 the	 (limited	 availability	 of)	 audio(visual)	 recordings	 in	 the	 processes	 of	
Banerjee’canonization.	Crucially,	while	“my	recording”	 in	Proctor’s	original	comment	 implies	
that	 he	 recorded	 the	 performance,	 his	 later	 comments	 indicate	 something	 different.	 His	
“owning”	the	recording,	 in	fact,	 is	based	on	his	recording	the	footage	from	a	BBC	television	




















for	my	 interlocutors	 and	why.	 I	 read	 articles,	 biographical	 accounts,	 listened	 to	 anecdotes,	
watched	YouTube	clips.	I	had	one	teacher	teach	me	a	specific	playing	technique	he	attributed	
to	Banerjee.	His	ecstatic	response	when	I	“got”	that	“Nikhil	Banerjee	feeling”	that	should	come	

















As	 this	 interview	excerpt	 illustrates,	my	 interlocutors	often	mention	 the	names,	 styles,	 and	
knowledge	practices	of	Ali	Akbar	Khan,	Nikhil	Banerjee,	and	Annapurna	Devi.	These	processes	




Due	 to	 differences	 between	 their	 (musical)	 biographies,	 the	 ideologies,	 musical	
parameters,	and	material	elements	utilized	in	these	dynamics	are	distinct	for	each	of	them.	Ali	
Akbar	Khan(’s	music)	has	been	widely	documented	through	anecdotes,	the	embodied	musical	
knowledge	 of	 his	 many	 disciples,	 and	 a	 large	 number	 of	 recordings	 and	 notations	 of	 him	





Annapurna	Devi’s	 canonization	 are	 rather	 different.	 Little	material	 evidence	 of	 her	musical	
capabilities	exists.	However,	she	has	received	several	government	prizes,	and	orally	transmitted	







instances	 illustrating	 his	 perseverance	 as	 a	 musician	 and	 dedication	 to	 practice.	 He	 is	
remembered	 mainly	 in	 terms	 of	 musical	 feeling	 and	 emotion,	 strict	 practice	 regimes	 and	
adherence	to	rāga	boundaries,	his	strong	hand,	and	specific	playing	techniques.		
Through	 their	 active	 participation	 in	 legendarizing	 these	musicians,	my	 interlocutors	
legitimate	their	own	musical	articulations	and	aesthetic	choices	in	relation	to	and	based	on	this	




















listening	 to,	different	 interpretations	of	 this	 rāga	as	played	by	Maihar	gharānā	sitariyas.	My	
informant	played	Ahiri	on	his	own	instrument	and	we	listened	to	two	recordings	of	Banerjee	
performing	the	same	rāga.	During	the	moment	excerpted	in	the	above,	my	interlocutor	and	I	










However,	 its	 significance	 for	 his	 valuing	 of	 the	 music	 is	 illustrated	 by	 the	 content	 of	 this	
comment	as	well	as	the	fact	that	he	articulated	it	in	the	middle	of	our	listening	act.	His	voice	
was	 dynamically	 dominant	 over	 the	music	 and	 he	was	 physically	 present	 in	 the	 room.	 His	
attempt	to	attune	my	ears	to	this	specific	aspect	of	the	music,	thereby,	paradoxically	drew	my	
																																																						





























Chatterjee,	 a	 professional	 musician	 currently	 teaching	 at	 the	 Sangīt	 Research	 Academy	 in	
Kolkata,	India,	is	“out.”	I	heard	it	myself.	Didn’t	you?		
The	 second	quote	at	 the	beginning	of	 this	 chapter,	 is	extracted	 from	 the	 start	of	an	
informal	interview	with	one	of	Ali	Akbar	Khan’s	disciples	in	California.	This	moment	illustrates	







him.	 The	 interview	 took	 place	 at	 home	 in	 his	music	 room,	where	 all	 his	 instruments	were	
displayed.	He	told	me	he	had	prepared	the	instruments	especially	for	the	interview,	restringing	

































aspect	other	 than	 through	his	 playing.	 Combined	with	his	 rhetorical	 question—“So,	 sounds	
ok?”—the	implication	is	that	I	should	be	able	to	hear,	feel,	this	compelling,	grabbing	quality.	It	
certainly	did	sound	ok.	In	that	moment	it	completely	grabbed	me:	I	knew	his	music	was	real.		
These	 brief	 encounters	make	 one	 thing	 clear:	 sound	 is	 listened	 out	 for	 in	 aesthetic	
(de)valorizations	of	Hindustani	instrumental	music	performances—recordings,	riyāz,	and	tālim.	
An	 ambiguous	 quality	 referred	 to,	 among	 other	 things,	 as	 “the	 sound,”	 “good	 sound,”	 or	
“quality	of	sound”	is	the	topic	of	lively	discussions	and	vigorous	feuds	among	my	interlocutors.	







sarod,	 bansuri,	 or	 sitar.78	 It	 is	 one	 of	 the	main	 qualities	 that	 informs	 the	 choices	made	 by	























Despite	 the	 significance	 of	 sound	 quality	 in	 valorizations	 of	musical	 practices,	 it	 has	







double	existence	of	 listening?	 I	 argue	 that	a	 critical	 attendance	 to	 these	complex	dynamics	




























imagined	 readership	 of	 self-defined	 knowledgeable	 listeners.	 In	 the	 latter	 case,	 the	 author	
seems	to	assume	that	these	so-called	musical	connoisseurs	are	capable	of	aurally	distinguishing	
who	is	musically	hot	from	who	is	not.	Notions	of	the	musical	“adept,”	“delicate	tonal	qualities,”	
and	 “feast	 of	 nuances,”	 therefore,	 do	 not	 need	 further	 elaboration.	 The	 second	 notion	 of	
musical	knowledge	that	McNeil	mobilizes	resides	in	his	poetic	reference	to	connoisseurs	whose	
“souls”	are	“nourished”	and	“senses”	“seduced”	by	the	sounds	of	the	sarod.	This	signals	that	






















the	 causes	 and	 properties	 of	 sound”	 (ibid.:	 125).	 Jones	 contrasts	 this	 rational,	 scientific	
approach	 to	 music	 with	 that	 of	 the	 artist,	 who,	 “without	 considering,	 and	 even	 without	
knowing,	any	of	 the	 sublime	 theorems	 in	 the	philosophy	of	 sound,	may	attain	his	end	by	a	
happy	 selection	 of	 melodies	 and	 accents	 adapted	 to	 passionate	 verse,	 and	 of	 times	
comformable	to	regular	metre”	(ibid.:	125–126).	The	binary	thus	constructed—between	the	
scientist	who	 rationally	 understands	music	 and	 the	 artist	who	merely	 learns	 a	 skill	without	
understanding	its	basis—provides	the	basis	for	rejecting	then	contemporary	musical	practices	
as	relevant	sources	of	musical	knowledge.	Jones	describes	the	practice	of	musicians	in	terms	
of	melody,	mode,	modulation,	 accents,	 and	 regular	meter.	 Sound	 remains	 unmentioned	 in	




North	 Indian	 Music:	 Their	 Structure	 and	 Evolution	 (2011	 [1971]),	 for	 example,	 similarly	
approaches	 sound	 in	 terms	 of	 acoustic	 theory.	 Sound,	 for	 him,	 “is	 made	 up	 of	 periodic	
longitudinal	 vibrations—pressure	 pulsations—which,	 unlike	 light	 waves,	 cannot	 exist	 in	 a	
vacuum,	but	require	a	medium”	(2011	[1971]:	7).	He	uses	this	approach	to	sound	to	launch	into	
a	lengthy	examination	of	theories	of	tonality.	In	loyal	(and	perhaps	legitimating)	resonance	with	
the	 writings	 of	 orientalist	 scholars	 explored	 above,	 Jairazbhoy	 references	 among	 others	
“ancient	 Chinese	 scholars”	 (ibid.:	 10),	 Pythagoras	 (ibid.:	 10),	 and	 the	 tuning	 systems	 of	
sadjagrama	and	madhamagrama	described	by	Bharata	in	the	Nāṭya	Śāstra	but	“no	longer	in	use	





Drones,”	 Jairazbhoy	 similarly	 takes	 the	 tanpura	 “tone	 itself”	 (ibid.:	 67)	 to	 talk	 about	 tonal	
tension	created	by	its	relation	to	the	tonal	places	sounded	out	by	the	melody	instrument	or	
voice.	 He	 analyzes	 the	 effect	 of	 its	 broad	 overtone	 spectra	 in	 terms	 of	 dissonance	 and	
consonance,	 incidentals,	 and	 interval	 analysis	 based	 on	 Helmholtz’s	 graphs	 (ibid.:	 66).	 He	
ignores	question	of	sound	quality	or	its	aesthetic	concepts	and	functions.	Instead,	Hindustani	
	 153	
classical	music	 is	 reduced	to	calculable	 intervallic	 relations,	 referring	back	 to	and	 inherently	
reproducing	the	academic	authority	of	theories	of	sound	in	Sanskrit	treatises,	which	are	directly	
compared	to	Greek	philosophy	and	Western	musical	theory.		
A	 related	 approach	 to	 sound	 is	 the	 “philosophical	 commentary	 on	 sound,”	 as	
“expounded	through	a	series	of	treatises	on	music	and	the	arts	in	general”	that	can	be	traced	
back	“two	millennia”	(McNeil	2004:	2).	In	such	texts,	sound	is	usually	treated	as	the	domain	of	
Sanskrit	philosophy.	Rowell’s	chapter	on	sound	 in	Musical	Thought	 in	Early	 India	 (1992),	 for	
example,	 traces	a	musical	mode	of	 thought	going	back	 to	 the	Ṛgveda	 (1500–1200	BC)	 that	
divides	 sound	 into	 four	 categories.	 This	 division,	 so	 Rowell	 suggests,	 was	 included	 and	
elaborated	upon	in	a	number	of	Upanishads.	One	key	concept	that	keeps	resurfacing	in	this	
and	 several	 other	 primary	 and	 secondary	 sources	 on	 Hindustani	 classical	 music	 is	
“nādabrahman,”	“a	concept	implying	that	the	successive	graduations	of	musical	sound,	both	
manifest	 and	 unmanifest,	 are	 identified	 with	 the	 creative	 vital	 force	 by	 which	 the	 entire	














developed	 in	 eighteenth-	 and	 nineteenth-century	 writings.	 The	 notion	 of	 skill	 in	 playing	
instruments	 reproduces	 a	 distinction	 between	 sounds	 produced	 by	 skillful	 and	 unskillful	
																																																						














anecdotes,	maxims,	metaphors,	proverbs	and,	 in	 this	century,	sound	recordings.	Common	to	all	 these	


















is	 merely	 realized	 through,	 rather	 than	 produced	 or	 enabled	 by,	 contemporary	 musical	
practices.	This	 implies	a	hierarchy	 in	McNeil’s	understanding	of	knowledge,	but	he	does	not	






sound	 aesthetics	 amongst	 all	 musicians,	 McNeil’s	 fits	 neatly	 into	 above	 explored	







and	 the	 sounds	 it	 produces.	Using	 acoustic	 concepts	 too	 detailed	 to	 reproduce	 here,	 Koch	
explains	 the	“basic	 idea—though	 in	 fact	much	more	complicated”	 (ibid.:	159)	on	which	 the	
javārī,	the	word	used	interchangeably	with	(the	specific	shape	and	its	resulting	sound	quality	of	
the)	instrument’s	main	bridge,	is	based.	Comparing	an	“open,”	“old	style”	javārī	with	a	“closed,”	
“new	 style”	 one	 (ibid.:	 159),	 Koch	 pinpoints	 acoustic	 differences.	 He	 uses	 computer-based	
visualizations	to	examine	the	“overlapping	of	harmonic	partials	of	different	 frequencies	and	
different	amplitudes”	 (ibid.:	160)	 in	a	 three-dimensional	diagram	 in	which	“the	frequency	 is	
shown	on	one	axis,	the	time	on	the	other,	and	the	amplitude	in	the	third”	(ibid.:	160).	While	
thus	attending	to	subtle	timbral	differences,	this	conflation	between	open	and	old	on	the	one	
hand,	 and	 new	 and	 closed	 on	 the	 other,	 suggests	 that	 javārī	 has	 undergone	 a	 historical	
transformation	and	that	musicians	agree	on	its	(re)shaping:	before	all	were	open,	while	now	
they	are	all	closed.	As	I	argue	below,	there	are	still	relatively	large	variations	in	the	ways	that	








“tāraf,	 sympathetic	strings	 responsible	 for	a	haze	of	harmonic	 resonances,	and	 jawari,	wide	
slightly	curved	bridges	that	produce	a	buzzing,	spectrally	rich	sound”	(ibid.:	85).	They	link	the	
“sounding	 features”	 to	 “a	 general	 ideal”	 of	 “aesthetic	 saturation”	 (ibid.:	 85).	 These	 timbre	






line”	 (ibid.:	 85).	 While	 thus	 paying	 attention	 to	 sound	 as	 aesthetic	 elements,	 this	 study	
reproduces	the	idea	that	musicians	all	agree	on	these	aesthetic	ideals.	Furthermore,	the	study	
is	based	on	the	suggestions	of	individual	musicians	whose	aesthetic	preferences	they	reinforce	
as	 standard.	 Thereby,	 they	 actively	 silence	 conflict	 over	 timbral	 nuance,	 capitalizing	 on	 the	
history	of	authority	ascribed	to	such	musicians.		
Demoucron	 et	 al.	 borrow	 their	 notion	 of	 saturation	 aesthetics	 from	 the	 work	 of	
ethnomusicologist	 John	 Napier	 (2003),	 who	 defines	 this	 aesthetic	 as	 a	 “continuity	 of	 line,	
ornaments	 and	 a	 ‘sonic	 depth’	 or	 textural	 richness	 that	 must	 be	 achieved	 without	










In	 his	 expansion	 of	 the	 concept	 of	 saturation	 aesthetic,	 Napier	 takes	 this	
(ethno)musicological	 tendency	 to	 explain	 Hindustani	 classical	 music	 in	 terms	 of	 Hindu	
philosophical	concepts	one	step	further.	Seemingly	critical,	he	notes	that	“in	studying	the	music	
of	 India”	 there	 has	 been	 a	 “tendency	 to	 validation	 through	 longevity	 and	 sāstric	 sanction”	
(Napier	2003:	115).	Despite	this	critical	stance,	Napier	falls	back	on	this	(ethno)musicological	









provide	what	he	 calls	 the	 three	essential	 features	of	 Indian	music	he	defined	as	 saturation	
aesthetic:	textural	richness,	continuity	or	flow	of	melodic	line,	and	the	presence	of	ornaments.	
The	latter,	however,	should	not	disturb	the	alleged	subtlety	of	the	melodic	line.	Like	Slawek,	he	
draws	parallels	between	 this	aesthetic	and	aspects	of	 “Indian	cultural	products”	 (ibid.	116).	




his	 duty	 as	 an	 ethnomusicologist	 to	 prove	musical	 authenticity	 and	 historicity	 and	 provide	
aesthetic	judgements.		
Responding	to	the	 lack	of	critical	 (ethno)musicological	attendance	to	sound	(quality),	
Clayton	 identifies	 several	 aspects	 of	 sound	 experience.	 Drawing	 on	 “phenomenological	




“good	sound”	might	refer	 to	 this	capability	 to	sonically	 fill	up	a	space,	but	 it	 is	also	used	to	






The	 limited	 attention	 to	 sound	 is	 not	 exclusive	 to	 studies	 of	 Hindustani	 classical	
(instrumental)	music.	The	aspect	of	timbre,	while	certainly	not	synonymous	with	sound,	might	
be	“one	of	the	most	difficult	sonic	concepts	to	define”	(Garcia	2015:	65).	This	is	complicated	by	
the	 prominent	 use	 of	 this	 category	 “as	 a	 shunting	 ground	 for	 any	 aspect	 of	 sound	 not	











moments	 involve	aspects	 afforded	by	 the	 sitar	 javārī	 and/or	 the	 resonant	 strings	 known	as	
tāraf.	 The	 latter	 are	 found	on	 the	neck	of	 several	 instruments	 such	as	 sitar,	 sarod,	dilruba,	
sarangi,	and	esraj.	Crucially,	my	interlocutors	do	not	listen	out	for	these	elements	in	isolation.	
As	 I	 illustrate,	 they	 interact	 with	 other	 sonic	 elements,	 materialities,	 ideologies,	 and	
imaginations.	I	start	by	examining	a	sitar-cello-venu	jugalbandi	at	Doverlane	Music	Conference	




cultural	 memory	 and	 continuously	 performed	 in	 contemporary	 media	 as	 prototypically	
Indian—sounded	less	“Indian”	than	its	“Western”	and	“Carnatic”	counterparts.	I	follow	this	by	




terminology:	“sound”	multiplies	as	 it	 is	 listened	out	for	and	manipulated	 in	practice.	A	third	





























sound	 quality.	 The	 bārā	 gorā,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 can	 be	 shaped	 by	 the	 musician	 or	 an	
instrument	repairer	with	a	file	and	sandpaper.	The	changes	in	sound	quality	resulting	from	such	
filing	are	considerable:	from	a	sound	that	has	relatively	few	overtones	and	a	quick	decay,	to	a	


















































tāraf	 strings,	 then,	creates	a	complex	structure	of	harmonic-dynamic	 relations	 transforming	








is	 increasingly	 echoed	 by	 CDs,	 LPs,	 and	 concert	 announcements.	 Revering	 the	 meditative	
character	 of	 this	 music,	 concert	 flyers	 or	 LP	 labels	 that	 proclaim,	 for	 example,	 “Ragas	 for	
Meditation,”	suggest	a	listening	out	for	saturation	aesthetic	tāraf	and	javārī	as	typical	of	Indian	
music	 because	 they	 allegedly	 have	 a	 meditative	 character.	 Such	 objects	 are	 “carriers	 of	
memory.…	They	may	remind	us,	may	trigger	our	memory,	because	they	carry	memories	which	
we	have	invested	into	them”	(ibid.).	An	LP89	of	Nikhil	Banerjee	from	1969,	the	cover	of	which	is	











The	 Indian	 national	 flag	 in	 the	 corner	 directly	 under	 the	word	 “India”	 and	 the	 image	 of	 a	
peacock,	India’s	national	animal,	directly	link	the	Indian	nation-state	and	the	music	recorded	
on	 the	 LP.	 The	 title	 “Nikhil	 Banerjee	 Ragas	 for	Meditation”	 suggests	 that	 the	music	 has	 a	
spiritual	character.	The	image	of	the	Taj	Mahal,	combined	with	the	woman	in	typical	Mughal	
court	clothing,	associates	both	India	and	the	music	on	the	LP	with	Mughal	court	culture.	The	
depictions	 of	Nataraj,	 an	 avatar	 of	 the	Hindu	deity	 Shiva,	 in	 the	 lower	 right	 and	upper	 left	
corners	reference	ancient	Hindu	mythology.	The	drawings	of	two	people	wearing	robes	and	
carrying	a	water	 jar	on	the	 left,	and	a	snake	charmer	on	the	right,	presents	 India	as	 largely	
unaffected	by	technology.	India,	so	the	cover	suggests	to	its	 listeners,	 is	stuck	in	a	strangely	












Such	 mapping	 of	 musical	 details	 onto	 geo-political	 entities	 dates	 back	 to	 at	 least	
seventeenth-century	orientalist	travel	writings.	To	“travel	was	…	to	compare,	and	this	vantage	
was	often	 literalized	 in	 spatial	 terms”	 (Agnew	2008:	30).	At	 the	beginning	of	 the	 twentieth	
century,	comparative	musicologists	such	as	Erich	von	Hornborstel	similarly	sought	to	categorize	
the	musics	of	the	world	onto	a	“world	map	of	music”	(cf.	Werkmeister	2009).	As	Ismaiel-Wendt	
has	 pointed	 out,	 such	 “emplacement	 of	music,”	 therefore,	 “is	 the	 result	 of	 and	 often	 also	
instrumental	in	colonial	modes	of	thought	and	practices	in	systems	of	representation”	(Ismaiel-
Wendt	 2016a:	 42,	my	 translation).90	 Because	 emplacing	musical	 instruments	 in	 geographic	
																																																						





listeners	 invested	 in	Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	music’s	 popularization	 and	marketing	
have	deployed	and	are	 still	 deploying	 this	broad	 spectrum	of	musical	elements	as	a	 (highly	
problematic)	signifier	of	India.	To	simply	and	wholly	reject	operating	under	such	a	sign—or	to	













I	 am	 tired.	 This	 is	 not	 the	 first	 night	 of	 the	Doverlane	music	 conference.	 I	 do	 not	want	 to	waste	 the	
relatively	 short	 research	 period	 I	 have	 in	 Kolkata	 by	 sleeping	 instead	 of	 listening	 to	 the	 nightly	
performances.	During	the	days,	I	have	either	been	practicing	sitar	or	have	been	on	the	road	for	interviews	
with	 Kolkata-based	 instrumentalists.	 Because	 Rao	 and	 Rao-de	 Haas	 both	 identify	 as	 Maihar	 gharānā	
musicians,	I	am	trying	hard	not	to	give	in	to	the	possibility	of	sleep	offered	to	me	by	the	warm	auditorium	



























mainly	 with	 vocal	 responses	 such	 as	 “kya	 bat	 hai”	 and	 “vah”	 (24:50—24:59).	 Following	 his	 jor	 part,	
Subramaniam	 receives	 applause	 (27:15—27:20).	 I	 wonder	 whether	 these	 responses	 have	 created	 an	
obligation	to	applaud	after	each	section.	But	just	as	I	get	ready	to	do	my	part	in	fulfilling	this	obligation	
after	 Rao’s	 jhalla,	 the	 rest	 of	 the	 audience	does	not	move.	 The	 silence	 is	 hastily	 filled	 in	 by	 the	 cello	

























At	 stake	while	 listening	 to	 a	 jugalbandi	 of	 a	 rāga	whose	 structural	melodic	 elements	 I	was	
unfamiliar	with	was	 an	 interaction	between	 several	 dimensions	of	 sound	 I	 listen	out	 for	 as	
aesthetically	 valuable.	 Combined,	 these	 sound	 qualities	made	what	 perhaps	might	 best	 be	
described	as	 listening	suggestions	to	me.	They	offered	a	 listening	out	 for	 the	sonic	contrast	
between	the	respective	instruments	to	be	valued	in	terms	of	(a	lack	of)	Indianness.	Enabled	by	
and	reproducing	a	long	tradition	of	“musical	mapping”	(Agnew	2008:	41),	the	sound	qualities	
resonating	 with	 the	 saturation	 aesthetic	 were	 positively	 valued	 as	 our	 Indian	 sound.	
Paradoxically,	 the	 parts	 played	 by	 the	 sitar—the	 instrument	 whose	 sound	 has	 been	 saved	
within	the	cultural	memory	as	(stereo)typically	Indian—adhered	to	this	aesthetic	significantly	
less	than	the	cello	and	the	venu,	to	the	extent	that	it	came	to	sound	as	the	“stranger”	within	
the	 context	 of	 this	 performance.	 A	 listening	 out	 for	 some	 of	 the	 details	 of	 this	 saturation	
aesthetic,	or	its	lack,	in	the	above	performance	helps	to	clarify	this	argument.		
One	of	the	musical	nuances	involved	is	the	sound	qualities	afforded	by	the	techniques	
used	 to	play	 the	 respective	 instruments.	 The	 (almost)	 continuous	blowing	on	 the	venu	and	
continuous	bowing	of	 the	 cello	allow	both	 instruments	a	 long	and	 (potentially)	dynamically	
stable	sustain.	In	sonic	contrast,	the	sitar’s	main	tar	are	struck	by	the	mizrab.	After	this	attack	




up	 potential	 silences	with	 quick	 and	 loud	 chikāris.	 He	 combined	 this	 with	 repeated	 use	 of	
krintons	(e.g.	03:54—03:55,	04:15—04:16,	04:30—04:40)	and	jamjamas	(e.g.	22:43—22:52).	













me	 a	 listening	 suggestion:	 the	 gradual	 emergence	 of	 and	 immersion	 into	 the	 tanpura-
soundscape	of	the	cello	and	venu	made	me	categorize	the	sitar’s	part	as	less	flowing,	abrupt,	
not	adhering	to	the	saturation	aesthetic.		




sounds	 to	 travel	 through	 the	 large	 space	 of	 the	 Nazrul	 Mancha	 auditorium.	 Filling	 it	 up	
completely,	it	afforded	me	a	physical	sense	of	being	encompassed	by	a	texturally	rich	sound.	
The	 venu’s	 frequency	 range	 is	 much	 higher	 than	 the	 cello’s,	 and	 without	 amplification	 its	
sounds	 would	 not	 travel	 as	 far.	 However,	 the	 audio	 engineer	 has	 added	 a	 clearly	 audible	
reverberation	effect	to	this	instrument	(cf.	02:20—02:25;	7:20—7:30).	This	effect	is	specifically	
designed	to	create	a	sense	of	both	space	 in	sound	and	of	sound	traveling	through	space;	 it	






















that	 same	 music	 conference	 on	 several	 occasions.	 Both	 assertions	 make	 strong	 claims	 of	
musical	authority.	First,	they	characterize	Shankar	as	the	main—but	crucially,	no	longer	alive—
authority	on	the	specificities	that	distinguish	rāga	Parameshwari	from	other	rāgas	and	give	it	
its	 specific	 flavor	 or	 feeling.	 Rao	mentioning	 that	 Shankar	 is	 his	 guru	 draws	 on	 the	 latter’s	
authority	.	Namely,	Rao	has	learned	this	rāga	directly	from	its	authoritative	composer.	Thereby,	
this	framing	leaves	little	room	for	listeners	to	question	his	approach,	infusing	it	with	authority	
before	a	single	note	had	been	played.	 I	was	expecting	 to	hear,	at	 least	 from	Rao,	a	 rāga	as	
taught	to	him	directly	by	Shankar.	Rao’s	statement	that	Shankar	has	played	this	rāga	twice	at	
the	 same	 music	 festival,	 furthermore,	 conferred	 the	 moment	 with	 historical	 significance.	
Listeners	were	reminded	of	the	long	history	of	the	music	conference	and	its	substantial	role	
within	(patronage	of)	Hindustani	classical	music.	We	were	also	made	aware	of	the	role	both	







familiar	 with	whatever	 Carnatic	 rāga	 had	 inspired	 Shankar’s	 composition	 of	 Parameshwari.	
Because	Rao	and	Rao-de	Haas	are	married,	I	furthermore	concluded	that	the	former	must	have	
taught	 this	 rāga	 to	 the	 latter.	 Based	 on	 this	 assumption	 of	 an	 order	 of	musical	 knowledge	






(2007b)	 suggestion	 that	 contrast	 is	 both	 an	 aesthetic	 tool	 as	well	 as	 a	means	 to	 negotiate	




young	artists	 listening	 to	catch	as	much	detail	as	 they	could,	people	who	came	to	be	seen,	
socialize,	 and	 gossip,	 and	 people	 who	 had	 traveled	 thousands	 of	 miles	 just	 to	 attend	 this	
festival.	 Despite	 the	 varied	 character	 of	 the	 audience,	 the	 audible	 difference	 between	 the	
audience’s	 responses	 to	 the	 individual	 musicians	 was	 relatively	 consistent	 throughout	 the	
performance.	This	 influenced	my	judgement	of	the	music	and	musicians	 in	that	moment;	at	
that	time,	reflexive	academic	distance	was	the	last	thing	on	my	mind.	Because	most	applause	





our	 aesthetic	 judgements	 articulated	 in	 terms	 of	 “our	 Indian	 music”?	 One	 element	 was	
certainly	the	active	framing	of	musical	endeavors	as	an	encounter	between	“East	and	West.”	






West	 together	with	 their	historic	 collaboration	 titled	 ‘East	meets	West’.	 Five	decades	 later,	 Shankar’s	
protégée,	Shubhendra	Rao	and	brilliant	cellist	Saskia	Rao-de	Haas,	prove	that	the	music	of	East	and	West	





Although	 this	 excerpt	 claims	 that	Rao	and	Rao-de	Haas	 are	 the	embodiment	of	 a	 (musical)	


















































In	 this	quote,	 Slawek	 is	 referring	 to	a	 sound	 recording	of	a	 concert	played	by	his	guru	Ravi	
Shankar	that	had	been	uploaded	on	YouTube.	The	comment	was	part	of	a	discussion	about	







have	 become	 strongly	 associated	 with	 distinct	 timbral	 qualities.	 In	 this	 section,	 I	 examine	
connections	 between	 these	 intricate	 processes	 of	 association,	 exploring	 (partially	
retrospective)	 dynamics	 of	musical	 inclusion	 and	 exclusion.	While	 sound	 is	 influenced	 by	 a	
number	of	factors,	my	interlocutors	often	discuss	them	in	terms	of	two	aspects,	javārī	and	tāraf,	




understood	 as	 part	 of	 two	 interrelated	 levels	 of	musical	 inclusion	 and	 exclusion.	 The	 sonic	
distinctions	 listened	 out	 for	 in	 Banerjee’s	 and	 Shankar’s	 playing	 are	 part	 of	 intra-gharānā	
musical	 politics.	 In	 contrast,	 the	 distinctions	 listened	 out	 for	 as	 open	 and	 closed	 javārī	 are	
leveraged	in	inter-gharānā	musical	politics—mainly	between	Imdadhani	and	Maihar	gharānās.	
The	prior	distinctions	are	smaller	and	hence	more	difficult	to	listen	out	for	than	the	distinctions	
between	 open	 and	 closed	 javārī.	 Despite,	 or	 perhaps	 because	 of,	 these	 relatively	 minor	
distinctions	 between	 Banerjee’s	 and	 Shankar’s	 sounds,	 the	 debates	 about	 the	 respective	




While	 both	 are	 widely	 accepted	 as	 Maihar	 gharānā	 musicians,	 contemporary	
instrumentalists	listen	out	for	their	distinctive	“individual	styles.”	Because	publicly	articulated	
















































below,	 what	 is	 currently	 remembered	 and	 adhered	 to	 as	 their	 respective	 “sounds”	 is	 also	
influenced	by	differences	 in	 the	quality	of	 recordings.	This	 is	also	audible	 in	 the	differences	
between	the	 individual	recordings	of	Shankar	and	Banerjee.	Both	Feinberg	and	Slawek	have	









device,	 and	 its	 settings.	 Second,	 musicians	 and	 collectors	 tamper	 with	 such	 recordings	 to	
“improve”106	 the	 sound	 quality.	 Using	 software	 such	 as	 Adobe	 Audition	 or	 Audacity,	 they	




























his	 ears	 from	 listening	 out	 for	 elements	 of	 the	 recording	 he	 prioritized.	 Such	 cleaning	 of	 a	
recording’s	 sound	quality,	 importantly,	both	bases	 itself	on	and	becomes	a	 sonic	model	 for	
aesthetic	norms	and	musical	order.	Now	circulating	widely	on	the	internet,	in	the	absence	of	



































enough”	to	have	 found	a	“good”	 instrument	which	sounds	“exactly”	 like	Shankar’s.	These,	 I	
argue,	are	examples	of	the	multi-layered	strategies	of	emphasizing,	amplifying,	performing	his	
relationship	 with	 his	 guru—they	 are	 acoustic	 claims	 of	 belonging.	 Combined	 with	 other	
elements,	such	as	playing	techniques,	form,	and	rāga	approach,	this	open	javārī	suggests:	listen,	




















around	 that	 challenge	 on	 both	 the	 musical	 and	 discursive	 level.	 He	 performs	 his	 musical	









































influence	 without	 mentioning	 his	 name.	 Especially	 when	 combined	 with	 timbral	 qualities	
remembered	as	typical	for	Banerjee,	playing	this	rāga	is	a	sonic	suggestion	of	the	guru–shishya	
relationship	without	making	 this	 claim	 explicit.	 The	 explanation	 of	 this	 rāga	 in	 terms	 of	 its	
alleged	two	parent	rāgas,	furthermore,	uses	the	musicological	strategy	of	rāga	grammar	and	













Feinberg’s	 aesthetic	 concept	 of	 sound	 quality	 is	 based	 on	 such	 “Xerox”	musicianship	 (Raja	
2005).	That	is,	the	sound	of	Banerjee’s	sitar	that	he	seeks	to	imitate	is	based	on	what	he	listened	





examples	 in	 the	above	YouTube	 links	make	audible,	 the	timbral	qualities	captured	on	those	
recordings	differ	both	between	recordings	of	 individual	artists108	as	well	as	between	artists.	
Because	contemporary	musicians	listen	out	for	these	sound	qualities	as	sonic	models,	these	
recordings	 provide	 instrumentalists	with	 a	 relatively	 large	 spectrum	of	 standards	 of	 “Nikhil	
Banerjee’s	sitar	sound	quality”	to	acoustically	align	themselves	with.	Thereby,	these	recordings	
provide	musicians	with	acoustically	flexible	norms	of	timbral	qualities	that	inform	how	and	on	
which	 aesthetic	 basis	 the	 sound	 of	 Banerjee’s	 and	 Shankar’s	 sitar	 are	 listened	 out	 for	 and	
remembered.		
In	 sum,	 the	 “sound”	 of	 canonized	 musicians	 lends	 itself	 well	 to	 various	 forms	 of	































“notes”	 of	 the	 rāga:	 the	 respective	 rāga-specific	 frequencies	 or	 tonal	 places	 where	 one	 is	






energy	 is	 completely	 faded	 out,	musicians	 feel-and-hear	 this	 as	 the	 instrument	 responding	
“well.”		




too	empty.	Like	 javārī,	differences	 in	 response	are	often	 listened	out	 for	and	categorized	 in	
terms	 of	 style	 of	 a	 canonized	 instrumentalist.	While	 each	 instrument	 is	 unique,	 musicians	
adhering	to	Shankar’s	style	have	a	relatively	loud	and	long	response.	This	results	in	a	louder,	
more	complex	overtone	spectrum.	Those	adhering	to	Banerjee’s	sound	quality	listen	out	for	a	




such	 as	 the	 fingers,	 the	 (left)	 foot,	 the	 elbow,	 and	 upper	 arm,	 sense	 the	 vibrations	 as	
transported	 through	 the	 various	 parts	 of	 the	 instrument.	 For	 the	 musician	 playing	 the	
instrument	 during	 performance,	 riyāz,	 and	 tālim,	 the	 normative	 listening	 out	 for	 a	 tāraf	














tāraf	 as	 sonic-tactile	 feedback	 in	 my	 attempt	 to	 find	 the	 correct	 tonal	 place	 within	 that	
particular	melodic	movement.	As	“sonic	tactility”	(Garcia	2015),	it	follows,	tāraf	is	a	source	of	































Such	 sonorous	 disciplining	 of	 the	 body	 during	 long	 hours	 of	 riyāz,	 however,	 is	 not	
favored	equally	by	all	musicians.	This	knowledge	practice	is	also	a	flashpoint	of	negotiations	of	
















regime.	 He	 is	 in	 his	 forties,	 and	 portrayed	 in	 the	 media	 as	 one	 of	 the	 “young”	 or	 “new”	
generation	Maihar	instrumentalists.	This	labeling	is	a	source	of	frustration	for	him,	because	he	
is	thereby	denied	the	musical	authority	ascribed	to	“old”	generation	musicians.	Simultaneously,	
however,	 such	categorization	allows	him	 leeway	 for	his	musical	 strategies	of	distinction.	He	
often	 distances	 himself	 from	musical	 practices	 he	 frames	 as	 traditional,	 instead	 portraying	
himself	as	a	“modern”	artist.	In	the	context	of	India,	the	notion	of	modernity	and	tradition	are	
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themselves	 complex.	 Their	 unpacking,	 however,	 is	 outside	 of	 the	 scope	 of	 this	 book.109	 Of	







in	 contrast	 to	 those	 of	 the	 other,	 through	 me.	 For	 the	 first	 interlocutor,	 rejecting	 the	
“traditionalist”	form	of	listening	to	details	also	serves	as	a	basis	to	assert	his	mode	of	teaching	
as	superior.	Because	I	had	been	present	while	he	had	been	teaching	some	of	his	students,	he	
knew	 that	 I	was	aware	 that	he	did	 things	a	 little	differently	 from	my	 teacher.	During	 these	
teaching	sessions,	he	did	not	train	his	students	to	listen	out	for	tāraf	response,	nor	did	he	teach	
them	how	 to	 tune	 these	 strings.	 Instead,	 he	 taught	 them	 to	play	 children’s	 songs.	 This,	 he	
explained	to	me,	was	his	way	of	making	them	create	a	relationship	with	the	 instrument;	by	
giving	them	something	they	already	partly	knew	(the	melody)	and	having	them	translate	that	
melody	 into	 sargam,	 and	 then	 translate	 that	 sargam	 into	 places	 on	 the	 sitar’s	 neck,	 he	
disciplined	their	ears	and	hands.	This,	however,	favored	other	musical	elements	and	a	different	
basic	concept	of	the	music	than	the	one	I	was	exposed	to	through	my	teacher.	As	my	teacher’s	



























Several	 forms	 of	 knowledge	 are	 simultaneously	 discussed	 in	 terms	 of	 tāraf	 and	 obtained	




attached	 to	 and	 legitimated	 in	 terms	 of	 notions	 of	 tradition,	 (musical)	 purity,	 and	 extreme	
forms	of	(musical)	discipline	and	rigidity.	This	happens,	in	part,	through	canonizing	narratives	
elaborating	on	her	unusual	listening	abilities.	Anecdotes	about	her	alleged	capacity	to	pick	up	





















































he	 relate	 the	 notion	 of	 sur	 to	 rāga	 or	 feeling.	 I	 am	 not	 aware	 of	 any	 other	 publications	
mentioning	this	notion.		
What	do	musicians	listen	out	for	and	valorize	as	sur?	How	does	it	relate	to	rāga	and	rāga	
feeling?	 The	 distinct	 but	 interrelated	 uses	 of	 the	 notion	 mentioned	 above	 illustrate	 two	
elements	 that	 musicians	 listen	 out	 for	 as	 sur.	 First,	 sur	 is	 used	 to	 discuss	 whether	 an	
instrumentalist	did	or	did	not	play	in	tune,	the	latter	referred	to	as	besur.	If	the	tāraf	is	tuned	
correctly	but	the	musician	does	not	play	that	frequency	or	land	on	a	slightly	different	one	with	
the	main	 string,	 the	 tāraf	does	not	 respond	or	 responds	 loudly	at	 a	 frequency	 close	 to	 the	















not	 impossible,	 to	 distinguish	 between	 them.	 This	 dynamic	 and	 textural	 emphasis	 of	 tonal	






















sitar.	 Hence,	 the	 sonic	 standards	 of	 the	 collective	 remembering	 of	 Banerjee	 and	 Shankar’s	
“sound,”	are	increasingly	mediated	by	audio	recordings	with	distinct	recording	qualities.	The	
range	of	sound	that	one	can	listen	out	for	as	characteristic	of	these	musicians’	styles	therefore	
becomes	 ever	 more	 flexible.	 Musicians	 manipulate	 these	 aspects	 on	 their	 own	 sitars	 to	
resonate	with	 the	 specifics	 of	 these	 sounds,	making	 sonic	 claims	of	musical	 relationships.	 I	
furthermore	 argued	 that	 tāraf	 plays	 central	 roles	 in	 the	 disciplining	 of	 listeners’	 ears.	
Simultaneously,	 such	 an	 ability	 to	 listen	 out	 for	 the	 tāraf	 response	 has	 become	 a	 trope	









did	 these	 musicians	 make	 operational	 to	 (de)legitimate	 their	 own	 and	 others’	 musical	





































and/or	 musicians.	 While	 in	 the	 first	 the	 concept	 seems	 positively	 connoted,	 the	 second	
interlocutor	uses	it	as	a	critique.	In	the	third	excerpt,	Fox	Strangways	utilizes	note	to	create	an	
a	 priori	 distinction	 between	 the	 European	 reader	 and	 the	 musicians	 producing	 the	 note.	
Analyzing	 and	 debating	 Hindustani	 classical	 (instrumental)	 music’s	 alleged	 essential	
characteristics,	 (ethno)musicologists	 represent	 something	 they	designate	as	 “notes”	 in	 staff	













of	 the	 note	 and	 its	 role	 in	 dynamics	 of	 knowledge	 and	 power:	 what	 elements	 do	 which	





he	 became	 attracted	 to	 Khan’s	 music.	 My	 interlocutor	 portrays	 Khan’s	 ability	 to	 grab	 the	
listener	 with	 one	 single	 note	 as	 audible	 evidence	 of	 this	 musician’s	 musical	 genius.	 Such	
discursive	leveraging	of	the	notion	of	note	is	not	unique	to	this	situation;	I	encountered	similar	
























In	 above	 interview	 excerpt,	 the	 disciple	metaphorically	 contrasts	 two	ways	 of	 knowing	 the	
earth,	 to	explain	his	distinction	between	 two	 types	of	musical	 knowledge.	By	 sitting	on	 the	
earth’s	 surface	 and	 visually	 observing	 it	 from	 the	 outside,	 one	 gets	 a	 different	 form	 of	
knowledge	about	the	earth	than	when	one	physically	experiences	it,	feels	it	from	the	inside.	
Thereby,	 the	metaphor	 hints	 at	 a	 notion	 of	 musical	 depth	 as	 experienced	 through	 Khan’s	


















the	 fact	 that	 they	were	there	with	him	 in	his	 room	in	a	house	for	 the	elderly,	 thousands	of	






clarity.	 These	 elements	 are	 in	 turn	 associated	with	 virtuoso	 display:	 the	 playing	 of	 a	 quick	
succession	 of	 notes	 from	 low	 frequency	 to	 high	 and	 back	 (sapat	 tāns),	 or	 through	 quick	
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threefold	repetition	of	a	rhythmically	and	melodically	intricate	pattern	(tihai),	might	impress	an	
audience.	 However,	my	 interlocutor	 emphasizes,	 this	 is	 not	 to	 be	 considered	 “real”	 Indian	
music.	 That	 is,	 such	 virtuoso	 (dis)plays	 of	 notes	 lack	 nuances	 that	 enable	 the	 listener	 to	
distinguish	 between	 rāgas.	 In	 contrast	 to	 the	 connotation	 of	 depth	 of	 musical	 knowledge	
attached	to	note	as	leveraged	by	Khan’s	disciple,	the	visual	metaphor	of	display	indicates	an	





levels.	 First,	 it	 excludes	 Chatterjee’s	 music	 from	 the	 category	 of	 real	 Hindustani	 classical	
instrumental	 music	 and	 thereby	 disqualifies	 him	 as	 a	 real	 musician.	 Second,	 it	 categorizes	
certain	members	of	audiences	as	unknowledgeable	listeners.		
	 Finally,	the	writings	on	note	in	The	Music	of	Hindostan112	(1914)	by	British	musicologist	
Arthur	 Henry	 Fox	 Strangways,	 are	 exemplary	 of	 the	 leveraging	 of	 several	 discursive	 topoi	
echoed	in	later	(ethno)musicological	discourses	on	the	topic.	The	text	is	considered	one	of	the	










desirable.	 Throughout	 the	 text,	 Fox	 Strangways	 emphasizes	 this	 ungraspability,	 while	 still	
offering	a	representation	to	satisfy	the	potential	readers’	desire:	“if	the	grace	…	were	put,	as	it	
were,	 under	 an	 aural	 microscope	 the	 real	 sounds	 would	 appear	 something	 like	 this	










relating	 to	Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	music:	 “These	are	 complex	and	 subtle	 issues.…	
Variation	 may	 be	 more	 ‘neutral’	 and	 microscopic:	 articulation	 may	 be	 varied	 by	 the	
accompanist,	 ornaments	 reproduced	 as	 more	 substantial	 notes,	 slides	 as	 discrete	 notes,	
discrete	notes	as	 slides.	 (Napier	2006:	99).	 Like	Napier	here,	Fox	Strangways	 intensifies	 the	






























tradition	of	 comparison,114	 playing	 into	 and	 reproducing	 the	orientalist	 construction	of	 this	
music	 as	 (partially)	 locked	 in	 ancient	 history.	 Partially	 transformed,	 these	 ideas	 are	 carried	
forward	 and	 resonate	 in	 contemporary	 musical	 knowledge	 practices,	 influencing	 how	 my	
interlocutors	valorize	through	their	selective	listening.	
My	brief	analysis	of	these	varied	uses	of	the	concept	of	note	illustrates	a	flexibility	in	its	
use.	 This	 might	 be	 one	 of	 the	 reasons	 why	 it	 is	 a	 beloved	 instrument	 of	 power	 within	
contemporary	 musical	 knowledge	 practices.	 Musicians	 listen	 out	 for,	 categorize,	 discuss,	
quarrel	 over,	 represent	 and	 reject	 partially	 distinct	 and	 partially	 overlapping	 dimensions	 of	
musical	elements	as	note.	However,	within	musicological	debates	about	the	alleged	true	nature	











































(Snigdha)	 and	 also	 has	 Srutis	 immediately	 before	 it,	 and	 pleases	 the	 mind	 of	 the	 listener	 without	
depending	on	any	other	factor	is	called	a	Svara.”	This	definition	requires	clearer	annotations.	The	mention	



























Namely,	 this	 double-layered	 use	 of	 svār,	 presented	 at	 once	 as	 distinct	 from	 and	 used	 as	 a	
















abstract-theoretical	approach	 to	 listening:	 listening	 in	 terms	of	melodic	structures	and	note	
hierarchies	affords	the	appropriate	knowledge	about	this	music.	By	defining	rāga	in	terms	of	a	
pattern	of	notes	that	can	be	easily	recognized	and	categorized,	such	texts	imply	a	hierarchy	of	
modes	 of	 listening.	 Correct	 listening	 is	 first	 and	 foremost	 listening	 out	 for	 and	 recognizing	
melodic	 structures,	 being	 able	 to	 categorize	 them	 in	 terms	 of	 notes,	 and	 being	 able	 to	
categorize	these	notes	and	the	order	in	which	they	emerge	in	terms	of	one	rāga.		
The	concepts	of	svāra	and	note	are	likewise	frequently	mobilized	in	debates	about	(the	
existence	 of)	 srutis.	 The	 sruti	 discussion	 has	 been	 at	 the	 center	 of	 tensions	 between	
(ethno)musicologists	since	the	1960s	and	is	outside	of	the	scope	of	this	book	to	attend	to	in	
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detail.	 Of	 relevance,	 however,	 is	 that	 in	 this	 discussion,	 the	 sruti	 is	 often	 presented	 as	 an	
antithesis	to	a,	presumably	melodically	stable,	note:	
	
…	 in	 reality,	 shrutis	 in	 Hindustani	 music	 were	 never	 produced	 as	 straight	 notes,	 they	 were	 always	
ornamented	by	undulations	or	glides.	(Van	der	Meer	2017)	
	
…	 certain	musicians	 use	 the	 term	 shruti	 to	 indicate	 the	 subtle	 intervals	 produced	 as	 a	 result	 of	 this	
























as	 knowledge	 source,	 Van	 der	 Meer	 uses	 computer-assisted	 analysis	 to	 counter	 Levy’s	





measuring	 notes,	with	 fixed	 end	 results	 that	 reveal	 its	 allegedly	 true	 nature.	 Through	 such	
reductive	analysis	in	terms	of	or	juxtaposed	with	notes,	the	musicologist	regains	control.		
Other	than	uncritically	translating	the	concept	of	svāra	as	note	or	 juxtaposing	it	with	














within	 rāgas,	 side	by	 side.	While	 framed	by	 the	 suggestion	 that	 rāga	 is	more	 complex	 than	














































act	 as	 embellishments	 to	 the	 rāga	 and	 are	 frequently	 used	 in	 its	 presentation.	 These	 are	 not	 mere	
externalities	 but	 play	 an	 important	 role	 in	 its	 delineation	 and	 are,	 frequently,	 a	 part	 of	 the	 rāga	
characteristics,	especially	kana,	the	mīdh,	and	the	āndolan.	These	embellishments	are	essential	as	they	





















representations,	 it	 provides	 musicologists	 with	 a	 feeling	 of	 control	 while	 simultaneously	
mystifying	musical	practices.	However,	its	conceptual	ambiguity,	I	argue,	enables	various	forms	
of	 listening	out:	 it	 is	a	flashpoint	for	negotiating	musi(cologi)cal	authority.	 In	the	rest	of	this	
chapter,	I	examine	what	combinations	of	musical	parameters	my	interlocutors	listen	out	for	in	
terms	 of	 notes.	 To	 understand	 the,	 at	 times	 conflicting,	 ways	 in	 which	 it	 is	 utilized	 as	 an	















I	 will	 play	 Hemant,	 because	 that	 is	 Baba’s	 rāga.	 Because	 you	 know,	 it	 is	 Doverlane,	 so	 the	 Kolkata	
audience,	 they	 are	 going	 to	want	 to	 hear	 something	 special.	 And	 this	 is	 the	 rāga	 from	 our	 gharānā.	
(Nityanand	Haldipur,	personal	conversation)	
	
The	 above	 quotes	 indicate	 the	 centrality	 of	 rāga	 Hemant	 for	 Maihar	 gharānā.	 It	 is	 widely	
believed	to	have	been	composed118	by	its	founder,	Allauddin	Khan.	This	is	usually	mentioned	as	




























119	 I	heard	Nityanand	Haldipur	perform	rāga	Hemant	 live	twice	during	my	research.	Once	 in	Mumbai	 in	a	smaller	concert	hall	where	the	
audience	was	a	mix	of	musicians,	self-categorized	music	connoisseurs,	and	what	these	connoisseurs	would	perceive	of	as	a	lay	audience.	The	





listened	out	 for	as	a	sonic	 identifier	of	 this	gharānā,	merely	playing	 this	 rāga	has	become	a	
strong	sonic	claim	of	belonging	to	this	gharānā.	Perhaps	because	of	this	historically	amplified	
relationship	of	authority	between	rāga	and	arguably	the	widest	known	gharānā	on	the	planet,	
Hemant	 was	 one	 of	 the	 most	 frequently	 encountered	 rāgas	 during	 my	 research—in	 live	
performances,	 lessons,	and	while	gathering	background	 information	on	my	 interlocutors.	 In	
some	cases,	a	recording	of	this	rāga	was	(one	of)	the	only	official	recordings	my	interlocutors	
released.121		
A	 prime	 example	 of	 several	 dimensions	 of	 listening	 out	 for	 note	 is	 Haldipur’s	
performance	of	 this	 rāga	 in	Mumbai.	Haldipur	has	driven	us	 to	 the	 venue	 from	his	 current	
residence,	Akash	Ganga,	where	he	is	staying	with	his	guru,	Annapura	Devi.	We	arrive	around	
19:30,	when	the	the	program	is	about	to	start.	We	enter	the	concert	hall	to	say	a	quick	hello	to	











vilambit	 ektāl.	 This	 division	 of	 alāp	 into	 five	 structurally	 separate	 parts	 is	 essential	 for	
understanding	Haldipur’s	 treatment	of	note	 in	 this	performance.	Namely,	he	 listens	out	 for	
























































Calling	this	dhrupad	style	alāp,	or,	as	he	called	 it	 in	an	earlier	quoted	excerpt,	svāra	alāp,	 is	
indicative	of	his	strategic	listening	out	for	and	leveraging	of	one	version	of	note	in	relation	to	


















by	 inserting	musical	 elements	 associated	with	 khayāl,	 such	 as	 structure,	 form,	 and	 certain	
improvisational	 forms,	 into	 his	 playing	 (cf.	 Clements	 2011).	 Like	 most	 Maihar	 gharānā	

























evoked	 such	 texts	 as	 authorities,	 often	 without	 precise	 reference.	 Whether	 Devi	 actually	





right.	Leveraging	distinct	 forms	of	musical	knowledge,	 this	claim	 is	 typical	of	how	musicians	
patch	together	perceivably	contradicting	aspects	to	bolster	their	musical	legitimacy.		
Haldipur’s	 reference	 to	 the	 repetition	 of	 the	 place	 of	 a	 note	 in	 front	 of	 one’s	 guru,	
furthermore,	does	two	things.	First,	he	draws	on	the	authority	of	his	guru	to	justify	his	approach	
to	learning	the	exact	place	of	a	note.	Such	arguments	are	hard,	if	not	impossible,	to	challenge,	
as	 very	 little	 is	 known	 about	 Devi’s	musical	 ideas	 and	 preferences	 beyond	 the	mythicizing	















































The	 reader/listener	 whose	 ears	 have	 been	 trained	 to	 distinguish	 and	 categorize	 tonal	
relationships	as	performed	in	Hindustani	classical	instrumental	music	might	have	categorized	































also	 plays	 a	 role	 in	 Haldipur’s	 complex	 aesthetic	 concept	 and	 performance	 of	 note.	 These	
aspects	can	be	heard	in	that	first	phrase.		




pattern.	 By	 gradually	 becoming	 louder,	 the	 bansuri	 Sa	 seemingly	 arises	 from	 and	
simultaneously	enlarges	the	tanpura-produced	soundscape,	only	to	become	gradually	softer,	
falling	 back	 into	 and	 blending	with	 the	 tanpura	 Sa.	 Thereby,	 Haldipur	 sonically	mimics	 the	






Listening	 out	 for	 dynamic	 changes	 within	 Haldipur’s	 sounding	 out	 of	 Sa,	 I	 became	
attuned	to	a	slight	fluctuation	in	frequency	that	relates	to,	but	is	not	exactly	simultaneous	with,	
the	 aforementioned	 wavering	 of	 dynamic	 energy.	 Whereas	 during	 the	 first	 seconds	 the	
frequency	and	dynamic	energy	performing	the	note	Sa	remain	relatively	stable,	the	fluctuations	
become	 more	 prominent	 during	 the	 note’s	 performance.	 Together	 with	 the	 building	 and	
releasing	 of	 tonal	 tension	 produced	 by	 the	 aforementioned	 melodic	 movements,	 these	
carefully	controlled	transformations	perform	a	specific,	and	certainly	not	universally	accepted,	
version	of	Sa.	It	is	performed	as	a	combination	of	several	musical	parameters	that	sound	out	in	
shifting	 relations	 to	 each	 other.	 For	 Haldipur	 then,	 the	 difficulty	 of	 making	 a	 simple	 note	
beautiful,	 then,	 lies	 in	 carefully	 controlling	 these	 parameters	 so	 that	 they	 adhere	 to	 and	
resonate	with	what	he	learned	through	his	tālim	with	Devi.		
The	 above	 analysis	 was	 limited	 to	 the	 first	 phrase	 of	 a	 one-and-a-half-hour	



















but	as	 it	 stays	on	Ni	a	 fragment	 longer,	emphasizing	 it	before	extending	 the	 tonal	 space	 to	
include	Dha.	Dynamically,	 the	 first	movement	 from	Ni	 to	Dha	 is	played	with	 relatively	 little	
dynamic	 energy.	 At	 the	 moment	 of	 landing	 on	 Dha,	 the	 pressure	 from	 Haldipur’s	 breath	
becomes	stronger,	resulting	in	a	much	louder	sound	that	also	affects	its	timbre.	The	Dha	loses	
and	gains	dynamic	energy	during	the	following	six	seconds.	The	movement	through	Ni	is	played	















Haldipur	 is	 not	 alone	 in	 such	 play	with	 dynamics.	 How	 this	 is	 done	 differs	 between	




































Note,	 it	follows,	 is	not	a	stable	entity.	 Instead,	musicians	listen	out	for	 its	many	dimensions,	
allowing	 it	to	emerge	 in	direct	relation	to	rāga	character,	 feeling,	and	the	 individual	style	of	
canonized	musicians:	
	









dimensions	of	note	he	 is	 sounding	out	have	become	historically	amplified	and	saved	 in	 the	
cultural	memory	of	listeners	as	specific	for	that	gharānā.	And	while	each	musician	has	his	own	




Interlocutor:		 You	know	the	stamp	of	 the	teacher,	 the	guru,	should	be	there.	Not	that	 they	sound	
exactly,	but	there	is	something	that	is	recognizable.	Cause	that	is	the	tradition,	that	is	
the	Maihar	gharānā.	And	when	you	hear	the	Maihar	gharānā,	some	people,	uhm,	not	




















of	 a	 distinct	 version	 of	 note.	 The	 fluctuating	 elements	 at	 stake	 in,	 and	 listened	 out	 for	 as,	





















































the	 above.	 Within	 fifteen	 seconds,	 Chatterjee	 has	 performed	 four	 different	 ways	 of	
approaching,	four	dimensions	of,	Dha.		































was	 influenced	by	Amir	Khan’s	singing,	and,	you	know,	that	 is	very	peaceful	 tranquil	
singing.	Khayāl	does	not	mean,	it	is	going	to	disturb	the	peace,	it’s	a	wrong	notion,	so	
when	you	say	[sound	example	7.10]	you	take	the	beauty	[sound	example	7.10]	so	what	
[sound	 example	 7.10].	 So,	 in	 khayāl,	 it	 is	 permissible,	 but	 you	 have	 to	maintain	 the	
peace.	So,	the	details,	are	there,	very	important,	that	way.		
	
Here,	 Chatterjee	 refers	 to	 the	 above-examined	 approach	 to	 note	 as	 khayāl	 style.	 Use	 of	
“ornaments”	 is	permitted	there,	as	 long	as	 it	does	not	disturb	the	“peace”	of	the	music.	He	










soundscape.	 A	 pause	 follows,	 after	 which	 he	 introduces	 Ma	 into	 the	 tonal	 space	 with	 a	
technique	 of	 hammering,	Ma	 (hammer)	 Ni	 Dha	 very	 quick	 descend,	 Ni—Dha	much	 slower	
descend,	 Ni	 Dha	 slow	 descend	 and	 slowly	 up	 to	 Sa,	 chikari,	 Sa,	 chikari,	 Sa.	 After	 this,	 he	
immediately	continues	exploring	more	tonal	space,	but	always	including	several	forms	of	Ni-





listening	out	 for	notes.	 In	 the	 first	 three	analyzed	phrases,	 a	 listening	out	 for	Chatterjee	as	
“hanging	out”	on	Dha,	Ni,	and	Sa	respectively	refers	to	several	elements	beyond	Chatterjee’s	
playing	Dha,	Ni,	 and	 Sa.	 Rather,	 as	 the	 example	 illustrates,	 “hanging	out	 on	 a	 note”	 in	 this	
context	refers	to	a	playing	with	relations	between	dynamic	energy,	frequency,	attack,	rhythm,	
and	timbre	over	time,	which	afford	a	sense	of	musical	difference	and	repetition.		




by	 a	 longer	 tān—which	 is	 rhythmically	 more	 complicated	 and	 technically	 more	 difficult	 to	
execute	because	he	has	to	switch	between	the	main,	jor,	and	pancham	tar	(32:36–33:01)—and	
ends	with	a	chakradar	(3x3	repetition	of	melodic-rhythmic	material	33:01–33:08).	The	last	two	













The	 present	 author	 had	 occasion	 to	 review	 a	 recording	 by	 a	 young	 sitārist	 which	 had	 a	 14-minute	
presentation	of	a	slow-tempo	bandisha	with	18	tihāyīs,	one	every	45	seconds.	The	tihāyīs	had	replaced	
the	 improvisation	 as	 the	 content	 of	 the	 music.	 Arithmetic	 had	 replaced	 music.	 And,	 such	 instances	



















Evoking	 the	authority	of	 two	of	 the	arguably	most	 senior	contemporary	 tablā	players,	Zakir	
Hussain	and	Anindo	Chatterjee,	to	legitimate	his	play	with	and	exploration	of	notes	as	rhythmic	
entities,	Chatterjee	makes	a	claim	for	the	speedy	execution	of	tāns,	tihais,	and	chakradars	as	
“exploration,”	 as	 “flirting”	 with	 boundaries.	 Here,	 listening	 out	 for	 the	 rhythmic-dynamic	
dimensions	of	notes	becomes	authenticated	by	the	weight	of	the	musical	authority	of	senior	
musicians	from	whom	he	picked	up	these	rhythmic	complexities.	When	playing	such	speedy	
notes,	 he	 doesn’t	 listen	 out	 for	 their	melodic	 clarity	 or	 exact	 adherence	 to	 rāga	 rules	 and	
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Musicians	mobilize	 the	 concepts	 of	 note	 examined	 above	 in	 debates	 about	what	might	 be	
called	 the	 metaphorical	 “elephant	 in	 the	 room”	 of	 this	 book:	 rāga.	 Contrary	 to	 the	
(ethno)musicological	custom	of	starting	work	on	Hindustani	classical	(instrumental)	music	with	




















music)	which	distinguishes	 itself	 by	 relying	 the	most	 on	 the	 two	 very	 basic	 components	 of	music	 for	
communication,	the	svara	and	the	laya	…	What	is	a	rāga?	Is	it	a	selection	of	notes?	A	scale?	A	particular	








In	 this	 study	 I	 have	 consciously	 refrained	 from	 defining	 rāga.	 Rāga	 is	 a	 multifaceted	




























































frequency	has	 to	 continue	 transforming	until	 it	 has	 reached	Dha	 for	 him	 to	 categorize	 and	
valorize	 the	note	as	Darbari.	Playing	with	 rāga	boundaries	by	playing	with	 the	dynamic	and	

















You	 know,	 very	 strictly	 adhering	 to	 that.	 Whereas	 Khansaheb	 would	 play	 lines	 like	
[sound	example	7.17].	Or	here,	you	are,	you	know,	in	ornamentation,	you	are	touching	
that.	So,	things	like	that.	And	sometimes	he	would	play	lines	that	probably	he	was	just	
creatively	 inspired	 to	 play,	 that	 you	 know.	 Someone	 could	 debate	 is	 not	 in	 a	 strict	
interpretation	of	the	rāga,	but	ultimately	it	had	an	effect.	And,	it	was	close	enough	to	
the	heart	of	the	rāga	that	he	could,	and	he	would	bring	it	back	right	away,	you	know.	
So,	 he	 was	 a	 master	 of	 like,	 skirting	 the	 edges	 of	 the	 territories	 of	 the	 rāgas	 and	
sometimes	he	would	come	very	close	to	other	rāgas.	But	of	course,	he	knew	how	to	
bring	it	back	in	an	instance,	whenever	it	was	maybe	too	out	there.	So,	I	mean	I	think	









two	different	versions	of	note:	 first,	 a	 stable	pitch	 that,	according	 to	 the	 rules	of	 structural	



























kind	 of,	 put	 notes	 together	 that	work,	 but	 they	 don’t	 really	 follow	 the	 line	 of	 the	melody	 in	 a	 really	
compelling	way.	So,	to	do	that	well,	sometimes	you	get	in	an	area	where	you	could	make	a	choice	to	sort	












and	 listeners	 agree	 upon	 the	 challan	 of	 most	 of	 the	 better-known	 rāgas,	 what	 exactly	
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constitutes	the	“musically	aesthetic	choice”	in	following	“the	line	of	the	melody,”	rather	than	
“slavishly”	obeying	 the	 rules	of	 “blind	 traditionalism,”	 is	wide	open	 for	 interpretation.	Rāga	
itself,	 in	 this	 context,	 temporarily	 takes	on	negative	connotations	when	compared	 to	 freely	
following	 a	 melody	 outside	 the	 prescriptions	 of	 “academic”	 note	 sequences.	 Emotion,	
















is	 the	 site	 of	 negotiations	 of	 the	 aesthetic	 boundaries	 and	 content	 of	 Hindustani	 classical	
instrumental	music.	Analyzing	several	examples,	I	illustrated	that	dimensions	listened	out	for	
as	 (manipulations	 of)	 note,	 include	 a	 play	 with	 dynamic	 contrast	 and/or	 gradual	 dynamic	




























and	 Pandit	 Devendra	 Murdeshwar,	 seniormost	 disciple	 of	 late	 Pandit	 Pannalal	 Ghosh,	 under	 whom	
Nityanand	perfected	his	technique.		
However,	 it	was	after	1986,	when	Padma	Bhushan	Smt.	Annapurna	Devi—doyen	of	 the	Senia-Maihar	
gharana—and	daughter	of	 the	 legendary	Ustad	Allauddin	Khansaheb	 (Baba),	 the	 fountainhead	of	 the	
gharana—accepted	him	as	one	of	her	disciples,	that	Nityanand's	talent	and	musicianship	truly	flowered.	
It	progressively	acquired	depth,	maturity	and	a	new	dimension.		
The	 polished	 tonal	 grace,	 rhythmic	 elegance,	 and	 depth	 as	 well	 as	 lucidity	 of	 expression	 evident	 in	
Nityanand's	 playing	 are	 the	 result	 of	 his	 continuing	 advanced	 training	 and	 refinement	 under	 Smt.	
Annapurna	Devi.	It	embodies	the	hallowed	teaching	traditions	of	the	Senia-Maihar	gharana	and	follows	







Nikhil	 Banerjee.…	 Purbayan	 has	 designed	 the	 DWO,	 which	 is	 a	 Doppelganger	 of	 the	 Indian	 Sitar.	










second-generation	 Maihar	 gharānā	 instrumentalists	 Nityanand	 Haldipur	 and	 Purbayan	
Chatterjee.	The	texts	deploy	a	version	of	virtuosity	to	assert	the	value	of	these	musicians	as	
Hindustani	 classical	 instrumentalists.	 In	 Haldipur’s	 biography,	 “virtuosi”	 refers	 to	 canonized	





stresses	 that	 Haldipur	 has	 been	 taught	 in	 this	 same	 tradition	 since	 his	 early	 childhood.	 It	












performs	Haldipur	as	such.	Thereby,	 it	 is	 indicative	of	several	aspects	that	play	a	role	 in	the	
phenomenon	 of	 virtuosity	 as	 it	 is	 lived,	 negotiated,	 debated,	 and	 performed	 within	 the	
Hindustani	instrumental	music	context.	Often	interrelated	notions	such	as	playing	technique,	













modern,	 and	 urban,	 the	 virtuosic	 is	 contrasted	 directly	 with	 the	 esoteric,	 while	 the	 other	
notions	are	juxtaposed	with	the	acoustic,	ancient,	and	ethnic	respectively.	These	dichotomies,	
the	 passage	 suggests,	 are	 unified	 through	 the	 sound	 produced	 by	 the	 instrument	 DWO.	
Chatterjee	designed	this	instrument,	which	the	blurb	portrays	as	a	doppelganger	of	the	sitar.	
As	 in	 Haldipur’s	 biography,	 the	 extract	 emphasizes	 Chatterjee’s	 skills	 as	 a	musician.	 It	 also	
places	 Chatterjee	 in	 the	 same	musical	 lineage	 as	 Ali	 Akbar	 Khan,	 Nikhil	 Banerjee,	 and	 Ravi	
Shankar	whilst	asserting	that	Chatterjee	has	“studied”129	with	the	former.	In	this	context,	the	






the	DWO	might	 afford	 this	 quality,	 or	what	Chatterjee	 listens	out	 for	 as	 virtuosity	 similarly	
remain	unarticulated.		




of	 fierce	 debates	 among	 musicians	 and	 listeners	 alike.	 The	 audio-visual	 experience	 of	 a	
musician	banging	his	head	and	waving	his	preferably	long	and	curly	black	hair	while	playing	a	
fast	and	 long	 tān	might	enthrall	 some	audience	members:	 “what	a	virtuoso!”	Others	might	







129	The	use	of	 the	notion	of	“studied”	 is	of	 interest	here.	 It	 is	widely	known	Partha	Chatterjee	studied	 for	a	 time	with	Khan	after	Nikhil	
Banerjee’s	death,	and	that	Purbayan	Chatterjee	was	present	at	some	of	the	classes	and	thus	received	some	musical	guidance	from	Khan.	





(de)valorize	 this	 tān.	 In	 a	 similar	manner,	 nuanced	 and	minor	 shifts	 in	 frequency,	 dynamic	
energy,	and	timbral	quality,	during	which	a	musician	keeps	his	bodily	motions	to	the	minimum,	
might	be	listened	out	for	as	the	ultimate	form	of	virtuosity:	“did	you	hear	how	he	moved	around	




My	 interlocutors	 thus	 normatively	 listen	 out	 for	 divergent	 (combinations	 of)	 sonic	
elements	as	 virtuosity.	 The	various	 conceptions	of	 virtuosity	are	 inextricably	 tied	 to	various	
(politically	 charged)	 ideologies:	 it	 is	 associated	with	 notions	 of	 (musical)	 authenticity,	 ideas	
about	the	required	relationship	between	music	and	a	musician’s	control	over	his	instrument	
and	his	body,	several	forms	of	musical	knowledge,	and	ideologies	of	tradition,	modernity,	and	
musical	 mastery.	 While	 partially	 specific	 to	 the	 Hindustani	 classical	 (instrumental)	 music	
context,	 some	 elements	 of	 these	 debates	 about	 virtuosity	 resonate	 with,	 perhaps	 mimic,	
similar	debates	in	other	domains.	To	examine	the	nuances	and	variety	of	phenomena	captured	
under	this	banner,	then,	it	is	essential	to	engage	with	virtuosity	as	multifaceted.	Pleading	for	a	
“pluralistic	 definition	 of	 virtuosities,	 rather	 than	 a	 singular	 one	 implying	 integral	 cohesion”	
(Hoppe	et	al.	2017:	12–13),	acknowledges	the	flexibility	of	its	meanings	and	connotations	as	it	





as	 the	 result	 of	 (post)colonial	 mimicking	 (Bhabha	 1994)	 of	 European	 art	 music	 and	 North	
Atlantic	popular	music	virtuosities.130	These	themselves	have	a	complex	history,	and	we	may	
ask	when,	under	which	conditions,	and	to	what	ends	the	notion	of	virtuosity	entered	the	realm	








for	 example,	was	written	by	Ravi	 Shankar	 to	 a	 concert	organizer	 in	 the	Netherlands,	 giving	
instructions	on	how	to	announce	the	various	musicians	at	the	start	of	the	concert.	Shankar	here	
uses	 the	 concept	 of	 virtuoso	 to	 describe	 his	 tablā	 player,	 Alla	 Rakha.	 Well-known	 for	 his	


































boredom.	 The	 negatively	 valorized	 “whirlpool	 of	 fast	 rhythm	 and	 noise”	 that	 ended	 the	
performance	of	rāga	Kirwani	is	also	contrasted	with	virtuosity.	But	while	in	this	case	they	are	
opposed,	 I	 will	 show	 below	 that	 many	 of	 my	 present-day	 interlocutors	 listen	 out	 for	 and	
negatively	valorize	fast	rhythm	and	noise	as	virtuosity.		
In	the	North	Atlantic	realm,	reviewers	unfamiliar	with	Hindustani	classical	music	used	








single	 chords.…	 Ravi	 Shankar,	 sitar	 (string	 instrument—melody),	 Nodu	 Mullick,	 tanpura	 (string	
instrument—harmonic),	and	Chatus	[sic]	Lal,	tabla	(double	drums—meter	and	rhythm),	played	five	pieces	












The	 three	 players,	 all	 exquisite	 musicians	 and	 big	 instrumental	 virtuosi,	 have	 rightfully	 become	











The	 review	 also	 signposts	 the	 roles	 musicologists	 such	 as	 Van	 Hoboken	 played	 in	 the	
construction	 of	 easily	 consumable	 and	 controllable	 knowledge	 about	 the	 “music	 of	 India.”	
Finally,	 it	 points	 to	 the	 roles	 of	 cultural	 politics	 in	 this	music’s	 popularization	 in	 the	 North	
Atlantic	 realm	 (cf.	 Lubach	 2006).	 Disclosing	 few	 musical	 details,	 the	 review	 reveals	 how	
Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	 music	 was	 listened	 out	 for,	 framed,	 and	 translated,	 and	
virtuosity’s	 role	 in	 these	 processes.	 Reviewing	 the	 concert	 in	 “very	 readable”	 and	 easily	
graspable,	recognizable,	and	comparable—because	well-known—musical	concepts,	virtuosity	
became	a	way	to	communicate	positive	experiences	without	going	 into	musical	details.	The	
notion,	 this	 fragment	 indicates,	 was	 used	 to	 positively	 valorize	 an	 unfamiliar	 musical	
phenomenon	in	music(ologic)al	terms	familiar	to	North	Atlantic	audiences	and	readers.		
These	archival	fragments	construct	several	elements	of	virtuosity	that	continue	to	echo	
in	 contemporary	 aesthetic	 debates,	 while	 also	 hinting	 at	 the	 partial	 transformation	 of	 this	
notion	 within	 the	 contemporary	 context.	 Selectively	 and	 normatively	 listened	 out	 for	 and	
(de)valorized	 in	musical	 articulations,	 these	 days	 virtuosity	 is	 related	 to	 notions	 of	musical	
mastery,	real	versus	superficial	musical	knowledge,	technical	skill,	abstract	listening,	and	(lack	
of)	 feeling.	 It	 is	 at	 the	 heart	 of	 disputes	 about	 Hindustani	 classical	 instrumental	 music’s	
aesthetic	 boundaries	 and	 content.	 In	 this	 chapter,	 I	 examine	 how	musicians	 listen	 out	 for	














tradition	 of	 excluding	 musics	 that	 lack	 such	 connotations.	 These	 were	 simply	 ignored	 or	
explicitly	deemed	unworthy	of	aesthetic	and	analytical	attention.	Perhaps	because	it	cannot	be	





From	Martinez’s	 semiotic	 study	of	Hindustani	music,	 for	 example,	we	 learn	 that	 “at	
popular	concerts,	…	at	every	instance	of	musical	virtuosity	someone	in	the	audience	says	‘vāh!’	
even	if	that	phrase	is	not	particularly	laudable	from	the	experts’	point	of	view”	(Martinez	2001:	
159).	Martinez	directly	 connects	 “popular”	with	 “instances	of	musical	 virtuosity,”	 and	he	 is	
















such	 discursive	 use	 of	 virtuosity	 as	 a	 signifier	 of	 knowledgeable	 versus	 unknowledgeable	
listeners	is	not	restricted	to	the	musicologies.	My	interlocutors	also	use	this	as	a	strategy	of	
inclusion	and	exclusion.		
Martinez	 also	 uses	 virtuosity	 to	 distinguish	 between	 types	 of	 musicians,	 again	
associating	the	term	with	“unknowledgeable”	listeners.	Understanding	it	as	his	academic	task	
to	 categorize	 musicians,	 he	 bases	 his	 judgements	 on	 written	 sources	 such	 as	 the	
Sangītratnakara	 and	 the	 work	 of	 other	 musicologists	 (Martinez	 2001:	 166–169)—leaving	
unspoken	that	these	musicologists	are	themselves	normative	agents	of	musical	inclusion	and	
exclusion.	Martinez	 uses	 three	 categories:	 the	 emotional	 performer,	 the	 imitator,	 and	 the	






to	 identify	 a	 musician	 as	 an	 entertainer.	 While	 Martinez	 does	 not	 order	 these	 types	 of	
performers	hierarchically,	the	numbering	combined	with	his	suggestion	that	the	ability	to	affect	
the	audience	is	the	most	important	goal	of	Hindustani	classical	music,	does	implicitly	create	a	
musical	 hierarchy.	 It	 paints	 a	 negative	 portrait	 of	 virtuosity,	 as	 distinct	 from	 an	 affective	
performance	on	 the	one	hand,	or	 fidelity	 to	 tradition	on	 the	other.	Furthermore,	while	 the	
people	 listening	 to	 the	 emotional	 performer	 are	 simply	 referred	 to	 as	 “audience,”	 thereby	

























rāsa	 can	 be	 aroused	 by	 virtuoso	 speed,	 regardless	 of	 the	 rāga,	 virtuosity	 does	 not	 allow	
structural	 listening.	 Schooled	 in	 and	deriving	 their	 authority	 from	a	 listening	out	exactly	on	
those	terms,	the	negative	valorizing	of	virtuosities	by	(ethno)musicologists	becomes	clearer:	
“Tāna	 has	 a	 beauty	 of	 its	 own	 but	 can	 easily	 become	 a	 form	 of	 gymnastics	 in	 which	 the	
atmosphere	of	the	rāga	makes	place	for	a	single	other	expression,	that	of	virtuosity”	(ibid.:	26).		
Van	der	Meer’s	negative	characterization	of	virtuosity	 is	 strengthened	 further	by	his	
depiction	of	it	as	a	recent	phenomenon.	Drawing	on	nostalgic	discourses,	explored	above,	that	
locate	the	golden	age	of	Hindustani	classical	music	 in	 the	past,	he	 links	a	decline	 in	quality,	
signaled	by	the	increased	use	of	virtuosity,	to	a	lack	of	a	specific	form	of	musical	knowledge:	
	














quote	 and	 its	 lengthy	 reproduction	 are	 telling	 for	 the	 discursive	 use	 of	 virtuosity	 within	










































centuries,	 he	 still	 insists	 on	 the	 existence	 of	 a	 “crisis,”	which	 he	 locates	 in	 the	 relationship	
between	musicians	and	the	“inexpert	audiences”	who	listen	out	for	and	respond	to	virtuosity,	



















“altar”	of	 speed.	 It	 is	also	an	example	of	 the	 leveraging	of	various	 topoi	 that	 resonate	with	






The	 discourses	 examined	 above	 exemplify	 the	 normative	 tone	 of	 debates	 about	
virtuosity	 within	 Hindustani	 classical	music	 studies.	 Given	 the	 almost	 complete	 absence	 of	
virtuosity	 in	most	 other	 literature	 on	 the	 topic,	 it	 can	 be	 deduced	 that	 such	 studies	 relate	
virtuosity	to	a	perceived	(absence	of)	specific	forms	of	musical	knowledge.	On	the	one	hand,	it	





and	 (novel	 and	 fast)	 playing	 techniques,	 while	 others	 portray	 these	 aspects	 as	 part	 of	 the	
phenomenon.	Virtuosity	is	understood	as	a	musical	object	that	can	be	displayed	or	expressed	






way	 of	 listening	 out	 for	 virtuosity.	 Instead,	 I	 rather	 do	 justice	 to	 its	 conceptual	 openness.	
Therefore,	 you	 seek	 to	 understand	 the	 multifarious	 ways	 that	 musicians	 themselves	
understand	and	deploy	virtuosity	in	their	practice,	self-understandings,	and	discussions.	In	the	












the	 job	 done,	 and	 save	 who	 needs	 to	 be	 saved	 …	 does	 his	 thing,	 is	 charming,	 is	
wonderful,	is	uh,	you	know,	is	powerful,	you	know.	He	can	fight	with	whoever	he	needs	
to	fight	with,	but	at	the	end	of	the	day	does	not	disturb	the	environment	around	him.	












Eva-Maria:		 And	 so	 for	 you,	 it	 doesn’t	 necessarily	 relate	 to	 speed,	 or	 approaches	 to	 a	 note,	 for	
example,	these	things?	Or	is	that	also	included	in	there,	or	like,	intricate	bol	patterns?	
Chatterjee:		 You	know	that’s,	I,	you	know.	These	are	questions	which,	I	would	rather	not	answer,	







Several	 aspects	 of	 Chatterjee’s	 notion	 of	 virtuosity	 can	 be	 fleshed	 out	 here.	 First,	 there	 is	
Chatterjee’s	explicit	refusal	to	put	into	words	how	he	would	musically	define	virtuosity.	Afraid	

















direct	 relationship	 to	 rāga.	 Chatterjee	 states	 that	 he	 considers	 Bond’s	 qualities—charming,	





























In	 the	 above	 interview	 excerpt,	 Chatterjee	 emphasizes	 a	 relationship	 between	 rāga	 rules,	
boundaries	and	virtuosity.	For	him,	virtuosity	is	partly	performed	by	the	ability	to	play	with	a	
rāga’s	 boundaries.	Giving	 an	 example	 of	 darbāri	 kānada,	 Chatterjee	 sonically	mobilizes	 one	
concept	of	note	to	illustrate	the	difference	between	virtuosic	play	with	and	crossing	of	musical	
boundaries.	Both	examples,	when	listened	out	for	in	structural	terms,	would	be	considered	to	
defy	 the	 structural	 grammar	 of	 rāga	 darbāri.	 However,	 the	 difference	 between	 the	 two	
examples	 is	 what	 Chatterjee	 listens	 out	 for	 as	 the	 distinction	 between,	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	








of	 stably	 pitched	 frequencies.	 Each	 tonal	 place	 is	 lingered	 on	 for	 an	 approximately	 equal	
amount	of	time	and	the	dynamic	energy	of	each	is	also	relatively	uniform,	with	the	exception	
of	a	slightly	softer	shudh	Ni.	Perhaps	due	to	a	combination	of	 the	vibrations	 from	the	tāraf	
string	 tuned	 to	 Ga	 and	 the	 Ga	 emerging	 from	 the	 interfering	 overtones	 of	 the	 electronic	
tanpura,	Ga	has	a	slightly	longer	sustain	than	the	other	notes.	While	all	these	tonal	places	are	















































is	 coming	 from	Ni,	 Re	 sounds	out	when	part	 of	 the	dynamic	 energy	has	 already	been	 lost.	
Chatterjee	vocally	repeats	this	last	part	of	the	phrase	in	sargam	“NiRe”	before	continuing.	This	




immediately	 provide	 the	 listener	 familiar	with	 this	 rāga	with	 an	 affirmation	 of	 its	 aesthetic	










“Historical	 Fragments.”	While	 certainly	 it	 is	 not	 possible	 to	 generalize	 to	 far	 regarding	 the	
audience’s	 musical	 knowledge	 and	 expectancies,	 of	 importance	 here	 is	 that	 Chatterjee	
considers	them	a	relatively	knowledgeable	but	also	traditional	audience.	However,	the	concert	




targeting.	 The	 latter,	 he	 suggested,	 are	 less	 interested	 in	 “traditionalist	 bullshit”	 of	 rigid	
adherence	to	rāga,	instead	listening	out	for	virtuosity	as	a	sonic	spectacle	of	speed,	dynamic	









out	his	 long	wavy	black	hair	because	of	the	 looks,	and	because	he	likes	“the	feeling	of	 it	on	








analyzed	 within	 the	 performance’s	 overall	 melodic	 structure,	 it	 becomes	 evident	 that	
Chatterjee	performs	the	mīnd	from	shudh	Dha	to	shudh	Ni	and	back	to	shudh	Dha,	followed	by	
a	subsequent	mīnd	from	shudh	Dha	to	shudh	Ni	and	back	to	shudh	Dha	and	Pa	(08:45–8:48),	
as	 an	 important	 tonal	 relationship	within	 this	 rāga.	 He	 starts	 the	 performance	 by	 showing	



































musical	 effect.	 Here	 the	 break	 provides	 a	 contrast	 with	 the	 prior	 quick	 succession	 of	 loud	
pitches	ending	with	a	sonic	reproduction	of	what	Chatterjee	listens	out	for	as	the	heart	of	the	
rāga.	He	gives	 the	 listener	a	moment	 to	absorb	what	happened	musically,	emphasizing	and	
performing	 its	aesthetic	 importance.	Adjusting	his	 virtuosity-connoted	hairdo	 in	exactly	 this	


















nuances.	Thereby,	 it	 is	exemplary	of	his	navigation	between	at	 times	perceptibly	conflicting	
forms	of	virtuosity.		
Crucially,	according	to	his	own	notion	of	virtuosity,	he	must	make	sure	that	 listeners	


















to	 India	 for.	 The	 real	 deal,	 being	 allowed	 to	 sit	with	 a	musician	while	 he	 practices.	 I	 force	myself	 to	
concentrate,	 listening	out,	attempting	 to	categorize,	 to	get	 to	know	those	sounds	 I	encounter,	 to	get	
some	 sense	 of	 control,	 rather	 than	 being	 overtaken	 by	 its	 sheer	 dynamic	 power.	 All	 of	 a	 sudden,	
Chatterjee	stops	playing	with	a	big	right-hand	gesture,	and	looks	me	in	the	eyes.		
“Did	you	count?!”	he	asks,	beaming.	

















capitalizes	 on	 and	 plays	 with	 several	 not	 necessarily	 coherent	 discourses	 and	 historically	
amplified	performances	of	technical	mastery,	authenticity,	and	musical	agency.		






be	 cramping,	 his	 head	 is	 shaking	 slightly,	 both	 in	 time	 with—or	 perhaps,	 incited	 by	 the	
movement	 of—his	 stroke.	 Simultaneously,	 his	 right	 shoulder	 is	 raised	 in	 a	 high,	 cramped	































for	 example,	 is	 mainly	 employed	 by	 Vilayat	 Khan	 style	 players.	 For	 a	 Maihar	 gharānā	












own	 language,	 you	 know	…	 I	 think	 I	 hate	 the	whole	 attitude	 that	 this,	 you	 know,	 “this	 gharāna,	 that	
gharāna.”	“Play	Sa	Re	Ga	Ma	for	five	years.”	All	that	bullshit.	Complete	bullshit.	“Do	not	move	your	hand.”	
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long	 tablā	 solo,	 as	 described	 in	 the	 prior	 chapter,	 is	 an	 example	 thereof.	 During	 the	 last	
repetition	 of	 this	 chakradar,	 the	 melody	 is	 almost	 completely	 silenced	 by	 the	 dynamically	
	 246	





Interlocutor:		 Phrases	 that,	 have	 some	 surprise	 to	 them,	 something	 that	 you	 [sic].	 Maybe	 an	

















Banerjee,	 and	 Annapurna,	 and	 Ali	 Akbar,	 and	Mushtak	 Ali	 Khan	 and,	 so,	 and	 Debu	




This	 Illustrates	 the	 leveraging	of	 recordings	of	 canonized	musicians	as	authoritative	 sources	
that	can	be	mined	for	several	forms	of	musical	knowledge	through	careful	listening.	But	more	
important	for	this	chapter’s	argument,	the	subject	of	above	interlocutor’s	negative	description,	














gamaks	 and	mīnds	 on	 the	 pancham	 and	 khāraj	 tar	 in	 the	 jor	 part	 (14:31–16:10)—another	
example	of	risky	play	with	normative	aesthetic	boundaries.	However,	an	thorough	examination	















As	 indicated	 in	 the	 above	 critique	of	 allegedly	modern	musicians	 like	Chatterjee,	musicians	
adhering	 to	 (a	 purity	 of	 gharānā)	 tradition	 listen	 out	 for	 and	 valorize	musical	 elements	 as	
virtuosity	that	partially	contrast	those	Chatterjee	does.	Nityanand	Haldipur,	for	example,	as	his	
online	biography	illustrates,	does	use	this	category	in	his	narrative	of	his	musical	self.	He	is	also	















tān,	you	be	able	 to	utter	 that	bol	 [sound	example	8.4].	That	should	be	the	 lāya,	not	
exceed	this.	[sound	example	8.4]	Like	that.		
Eva-Maria:		 Hm,	ok,	so	it	shouldn’t	become.		
Haldipur:		 Yeah,	 but	 now.	 To	 show	 their	 specialty,	 something	 special,	 about,	 better	 than	 you,	











Like	 Chatterjee,	 Haldipur	 distinguishes	 a	 sheer	 display	 of	 technical	 ability	 through	 speed,	



































suggesting	 that	 the	 rāga	must	 be	 in	 control	 of	 the	 fingers,	 how	does	Haldipur	 perform	his	
version	of	virtuosity	through	his	musical	knowledge	practices?	Like	Chatterjee,	Haldipur	utilizes	
his	physical	presence	on	stage	in	his	performance	of	virtuosity,	but	in	a	diametrically	opposed	
manner.	 Throughout	 performances,	 Haldipur	 sits	 still,	 his	 eyes	 closed,	 his	 visible	 bodily	
movements	restricted	to	his	fingers	and	a	light	heaving	of	his	chest	as	he	breathes.	This	visually	
performs	his	exclusive	dedication	to	the	rāga:	he	is	tuning	in	to	and	concentrating	on	the	music,	
allowing	the	rāga	to	take	control	of	his	 fingers.	This	stands	 in	explicit	contrast	 to	 the	bodily	
movements	of	musicians	he	constructs	as	superficially	showing	their	technical	skills	through	














































characteristic	of	virtuosic	notes	 .	The	relative	speed	of	the	shift	 in	 frequency	over	time,	the	
amount	 of	 time	 spent	 lingering	 on	 a	 particular	 tonal	 space,	 and	 the	 latter’s	 similarity	 or	
difference	 to	 curves	 of	 other	 tonal	 places	 are	 some	 of	 these	 nuances.	 As	with	 Chatterjee,	
dynamics	 play	 a	 crucial	 role	 in	 Haldipur’s	 performance	 of	 virtuosity.	 But	 in	 contrast	 with	
Chatterjee’s	 listening	 out	 for	 a	 dynamic-rhythmic	 “statement”	 that	 “cannot	 be	 ignored,”	
Haldipur	 listens	 out	 for	 slight	 dynamic	 nuances	 that	 influence	 how	 curves	 sound	 out	 as	
characteristic	of	the	feeling	of	rāga.	These	are	some	of	the	virtuosic	intricacies,	the	dimensions	
that	“put	emotion.”		












negatively	 connoted	 concept	 of	 showmanship	 that	 lacks	 in-depth	 musical	 knowledge.	 Like	
Haldipur,	Majumdar	contrasts	such	superficiality	with	the	ability	of	a	musician	to	bring	out	what	






















beautiful	 impact	 on	 the	 audience.…	 You	 have	 to	 feel	 that	 real	 essence	 of	 the	 rāga.	
Because	our	rāga	structure,	not	only	confide	with	the,	with	the,	with	the	uh,	melodic	







dynamics,	 and	 the	melodic	 curves	 created	by	 the	 speed	of	 the	 left-hand	movement.	While	
Majumdar	here	directly	refers	to	dynamics	produced	by	the	movement	of	the	left	hand	on	the	
main	playing	strings,	this	is	not	all	he	listens	out	for	in	terms	of	dynamics;	he	also	listens	out	for	





































he	constructs	 their—“our”—sound	as	afforded	by	 the	dynamic	possibilities	of	 the	sarod,	as	
deviant	from	a	larger	norm:	“should	be,	usually	…	the	sound,	the	resonance,	will	be	lesser.	But	
in	our	case,	 it	 is	exactly	 the	opposite.”	Majumdar	exemplifies	 this	“opposite”	sound	of	“our	
case”	by	vocally	sounding	out	the	intricacies	of	a	movement	between	tonal	places	signified	as	
Reshab	and	Pancham.	He	listens	out	for	this	as	a	curve	crucial	for	rāga	Shree.	This	is	neither	a	










his	 reluctance	 to	 reduce	 the	 complex	 combination	 of	 these	 and	 other	musical	 nuances	 to	
music(ologic)al	 categories.	 Instead,	he	emphasized	 the	need	 to	 learn	how	 to	 feel	 such	very	
subtle	nuances.	Listening	to,	recognizing,	and	performing	the	type	of	virtuosity	that	is	musically	






that	 allegedly	 virtuosic	 “essence”	of	 Shree.	When	a	musical	boundary	 is	broken,	Majumdar	




phrase	on	his	 instrument	with	an	emphasis	on	 the	notes’	 specificity.	 Throughout	 the	 tālim,	
Majumdar	makes	subtle	corrections	by	repeating	details	that	the	student	either	did	not	repeat	
or	repeated	differently.	[sound	example	8.12]	For	example,	he	corrects	differences	between	
micro-melodic	 curves,	 the	 amount	 of	 strength	 behind	 the	 strokes,	 and	 their	 effect	 on	 the	
timbral	quality	and	dynamic	energy	of	the	phrase.	He	also	corrects	the	amount	of	time	between	
a	stroke	on	the	main	string	and	a	stroke	on	the	chikari,	the	dynamic	energy	of	that	chikari	in	











Crucially,	Majumdar	 did	 not	 make	 such	 listening	 suggestions	 solely	 for	 his	 student.	
Whenever	I	listened	to	Majumdar	performing	and	teaching,	or	when	I	was	talking	and	gossiping	

























listening	 practices.	 Emphasizing	 the	 difficulty	 of	 correctly	 sounding	 out	 the	 intricacies	
characteristic	 for	 this	 rāga,	he	musically	 amplified	his	 version	of	 rāga	Shree	as	 aesthetically	
pleasing	and	virtuosic.	And	it	worked.	Nowadays,	whatever	Shree	I	listen	to,	without	necessarily	









In	 this	 chapter,	 I	 examined	 tensions	 between	 several	 forms	 of	 (listening	 out	 for)	 virtuosity	
within	contemporary	Hindustani	classical	instrumental	musical	knowledge	practices.	Perhaps	
capitalizing	on	 the	partially	positive	connotations	or	 the	 familiarity	as	a	European	art	music	
concept,	the	label	of	virtuoso	has	been	used	in	reviews	of,	and	to	sell,	concerts	in	India	and	
beyond	since	at	least	independence.	Academic	texts,	however,	if	they	attend	to	virtuosity	at	
all,	usually	simply	dismiss	 it	as	a	modern	phenomenon	that	 is	symptomatic	of	a	 larger	crisis	
within	Hindustani	classical	music.	They	listen	out	for	and	scorn	it	as	extreme	speed	and	dynamic	
energy	lacking	in	melodic	clarity;	it	is	merely	a	display	of	physical	extravaganza,	a	sonic	display	
of	non-improvised	 rhythmic	 intricacies.	These	elements,	 such	studies	claim,	are	a	means	 to	












His	 strategies	 include	 a	 physical	 mimicking	 of	 North	 Atlantic	 virtuosi,	 a	 dynamic-textural-
rhythmic	 building	 and	 release	of	 tension,	 an	 inclusion	of	 harmonic	 elements	 legitimized	by	
Banerjee’s	use	thereof,	and	a	“flirting”	with	the	micro-melodic	boundaries	of	rāga.	Haldipur	
and	Majumdar,	by	contrast,	perform	other	elements	as	virtuosity,	arguing	that	depth,	feeling,	









































In	 this	book,	 I	have	sought	to	 learn	something	 from,	rather	 than	about,	 tensions	over	sonic	
nuances	within	contemporary	Hindustani	classical	instrumental	musical	knowledge	practices.	I	
have	unpacked	several	elements	involved,	and	at	stake,	in	what	I	have	referred	to	as	a	double	
existence	 of	 listening.	 In	 its	 twofold	 presence,	 I	 have	 argued,	 listening	 plays	 crucial	 but	
academically	 largely	neglected	roles	 in	negotiations	of	this	music’s	normative	aesthetic-and-
academic	boundaries.	First,	selective	knowledge	practices	can	be	manipulated,	both	musically	







Significantly,	 the	 dual	 presence	 of	 listening	 implies	 a	 long	 history	 of	 silencing	 other	
musical	details,	deeming	them	not	worthy	of	 listening	out	for.	Such	selective	and	normative	
listening	out	has,	however,	 long	been	 represented	as	neutral	 and	objective.	Recent	 studies	
have	emphasized	the	political	dimensions	of	such—far	from	neutral—constructions	of	musical	




First,	 forms	 of	 musical	 knowledge	 (representation)	 were	 debated	 within	 pre-
independence	 orientalist	 and	 nationalist	 texts.	 Writers	 often	 ascribed	 authority	 to,	 and	
simultaneously	 derived	 the	 legitimacy	 of	 their	 argument	 from,	 their	 ability	 to	 reproduce	
theories	 from	 (mostly	 Sanskrit)	 treatises.	 By	 contrast,	 the	 embodied	 knowledge	 of	 mainly	
Muslim	musicians	was	usually	portrayed	as	less	valuable	because	they	supposedly	lacked	the	
rational	 theoretical	 knowledge	 these	 scholars	 sought	 to	 confirm.	 Instead,	 musicians	 were	
depicted	 at	 best	 as	 source	material	 from	whom	 raw	 data—which	 should,	 however,	 fit	 the	








comparative	 data	 they	 valued—and	 sought	 to	 order	 as—musical	 knowledge.	 Instead,	 it	
constructed	 a	 highly	 reductive	 version	 of	 Hindustani	 classical	 music	 as	 aesthetically	 and	
academically	 relevant:	 one	 that	 allowed	 categorization	 in	 terms	 of	 note	 orders	 that	 were	
representative	of	rāga.		
These	melodic	structural	elements	became	the	basis	for	normatively	listening	out,	and	
musical	 value	 was	 increasingly	 ascribed	 based	 on	 an	 adhering	 to	 such—in	 the	 process	
standardized—macro-melodic	 structures.	 The	 absence	 of	 writing	 about	 many	 other	 sonic	
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details	resulted	in	the	silencing	of	those	nuances	as	aesthetically	and	academically	irrelevant,	
as	 not	 worthy	 of	 listening	 out	 for.	 Thereby,	 these	 fragmented	 but	 interrelated	 writings,	 I	
argued,	became	aesthetic	yardsticks	that	 influenced	how,	and	on	the	basis	of	which	norms,	
















of	 knowledge	on	 rāga	grammar,	which	 is	often	paired	with	music	 theory	based	on	Sanskrit	
treatises.	An	inclination	to	write	one’s	own	guru	into	an	emerging	canon	of	Hindustani	classical	





of	 structural	 listening,	 I	 suggested,	might	 best	 be	 understood	 as	 problematically	 connoted	
remnants	 of	 colonialism	 that	 sustain	 several	 unequal	 power	 structures.	 That	 is,	 in	 their	
attempts	to	acknowledge	difference,	such	studies	reinforce	rather	than	deconstruct	colonially	
connoted	 distinctions	 between	 East	 and	West,	 embodied	 and	 notated	musical	 knowledge,	
tradition	and	modernity.		
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This	 tendency	 is	 not	 unique	 to	 Hindustani	 classical	 music	 studies.	 I	 drew	 parallels	
between	 this	 field	 of	 study	 and	 the	mechanisms	 Subotnik	 critically	 identified	 as	 a	mode	of	
“structural	 listening”	 (1995)	 present	within	 historical	musicology.	While	 the	musical	 topics,	
ideologies,	 tools	 of	 canonization,	 and	historical	 contexts	 differ,	 the	 roles	 of	 listening	within	
mechanisms	of	musical	knowledge	and	power	are	rather	similar.	In	both	cases,	the	resulting	
master	narratives	continue	 to	establish	 their	own	musical	hierarchies	and	canons,	and	 they	
continue	to	perform	ontologies	of	(Hindustani	classical)	music.	Thus,	the	elements	academics-
and-musicians	listen	out	for	and	represent	as	valuable	musical	knowledge	are	neither	naturally	
given	 nor	 neutral	 depictions.	 Instead,	 I	 argued	 for	 an	 understanding	 of	 listening	 as	 acts	 of	




listening	 is	 performative.	 And	 these	 performative	 acts	 are	 always	 informed,	 but	 not	 fully	
determined,	by	echoes	of	past	encounters.	
The	 recent	 convivial	 consumption	of	 “de-colonizing	 the	ears”	within	music	 studies,	 I	
argued,	 is	 not	 a	 solution	 to	 this	 postcolonial	 dilemma.	 The	 “intellectual	 masturbation”	
(Rodríguez	 2017)	 inherent	 in	 listening	 out	 for	 and	 categorizing	 rāgas	 as	 academically	 and	
aesthetically	 valuable—in	 the	 name	 of	 celebrating	 difference,	 art	 music,	 and	 tradition—
reproduces	rather	than	undermines	the	power-knowledge	structures	at	stake.	The	challenge	
inherent	 in	and	constitutive	of	the	double	existence	of	 listening	 is	how	to	listen	out	beyond	
structural	 parameters	 while	 critically	 acknowledging	 their	 resonances	 within	 contemporary	
practices.	As	 I	 suggested,	 several	authors	have	 recently	pointed	 to	 listening’s	potential	as	a	
strategy	 of	 resisting	 hegemonic	 narratives	 of	 (musical)	 mastery.	 Calls	 for	 listening	 for	 the	















suggested	 that	 it	 is	 time	 to	 critically	 denaturalize—not	 reject—the	 taken-for-granted	
epistemological	 assumptions	 and	 authorities	 that	 are	 simultaneously	 constitutive	 of	 and	 at	
stake	in	Hindustani	classical	music	(studies).	We	need	to	distance	ourselves	from	singularizing,	
celebratory	modes	of	 listening	out	 for	this	music	as	high	art	that	 ignore	the	pain,	structural	
inequalities,	and	abuse	inflicted	upon	people	in	its	name.	This	includes	the	need	to	denaturalize	
the	musical	authority	of	both	the	structurally	listening	academic	as	well	as	that	of	the	canonized	
master	gharānā	musician	 listening	out	for	nuances,	 feeling,	and	details.	 Instead,	 I	suggested	
listening	out	for	the	severe	anxieties	over	musical	details	as	indicative	of	the	violation	of	musical	
norms.	I	proposed	a	mode	of	listening	out	for	such	moments	of	musical	conflict	as	potentially	
disruptive	 of	 academic	 master	 narratives	 produced	 through	 structural	 listening,	 instead	
examining	how	boundaries	emerge	and	fade	out	through	contemporary	listening	practices	that	
include,	 rather	 than	 is	 examined	 by,	 academia.	 Exactly	 because	 they	 are	 outside	 of	 these	
conventional	boundariesm,	a	listening	out	for	tensions	over	sonic	nuances	that	have	escaped	
structural	examinations	can	sensitize	me	to	their	naturalized	status.		





on	what	 such	 irritations	might	 reveal	 about	 their	 own	 naturalized	 norms	 and	 assumptions	
about	 academic	 production	 and	 representation	 of	 musical	 knowledge.	 Second,	 as	 my	
interlocutors	often	explicitly	prohibited	me	from	writing	about	such	moments	of	anxiety,	I	faced	










specific	 versions	 of	 musical	 authority.	 The	 dynamics	 of	 their	 canonization,	 I	 argued,	 can	
therefore	be	understood	as	intertwined	tactics	of	selective	preserving	musical	knowledge	and	






concerts	 and	 teaching	 sessions.	 His	 disciples	 mobilize	 ideologies	 such	 as	 artistic	 freedom,	
creativity,	 genius,	 uniqueness,	 and	 the	 perfection	 of	 imperfection	 to	 claim	 his	 place	 in	 the	
canon.	 In	 contrast,	 different	 terms,	 ideologies,	 and	materialities	 are	 drawn	 on	 to	 perform	
Annapurna	Devi	as	a	canonical	musician.	Because	her	musical	knowledge	practices	have	been	









specific	 sound	 of	 his	 sitar,	 and	 particular	 playing	 techniques.	 In	 their	 strategies	 of	musical	
inclusion	and	exclusion,	I	argued,	my	interlocutors	leverage	the	elements	of	their	gurus’	(or	in	
the	case	of	Banerjee,	their	influence’s)	canonization.	Or	better,	they	play	with	and	leverage	the	












nuances.	 These	 were	 combined	 with	 a	 listening	 out	 for	 elements	 such	 as	 a	 gradual	
transformation	in	dynamic	qualities,	the	ability	to	acoustically	fill	a	large	space,	and	a	partial	
timbral	blending	with	the	tanpura.	Sound	is	also	listened	out	for	in	direct	relation	to	deceased	
Maihar	gharānā	 sitariyas.	 Increasingly,	 I	 argued,	acoustic	norms	of	 these	 rememberings	are	
mediated	by	recordings	with	highly	varied	sound	qualities.	Manipulating	one’s	instrument	in	
attempts	to	adhere	to	these	increasingly	flexible	and	broad	acoustic	norms	of	“good	sound”	in	
terms	 of	 these	musicians,	 I	 suggested,	 is	 one	 of	many	 elements	 in	 sonic	 claims	 of	musical	
relationships.	Tāraf	also	plays	roles	in	the	disciplining	of	the	listener’s	ear	in	relation	to	tonal	
places.	Simultaneously,	this	haptic	form	of	listening	is	a	trope	leveraged	in	negotiations	over	
musical	 authority.	 Thereby,	 tāraf	 creates	 musical	 order:	 its	 response	 tells	 the	 disciplined	







in	 the	authorization	of	 structural	 listening	within	academia.	However,	 like	“sound,”	a	broad	
range	of	 (combinations	of)	musical	elements	are	 listened	out	 for	and	(de)valorized	as	notes	





sounds,	whilst	 dynamically	 loud	 and	with	 a	 large	 overtone	 spectrum.	 These	 dimensions	 all	
played	a	role	in	the	listening	out	for	a	(lack	of)	bringing	out	the	feeling	of	a	rāga.		




and	 an	 overt	 sonic	 display	 of	 non-improvised	 rhythmic	 intricacies.	 These	 elements	 are	
characterized	as	a	means	to	please	unknowledgeable	audiences—those	who	do	not	know	how	
to	listen	structurally—and	are	therefore	unworthy	of	musicological	attention.	Examining	how	
musicians	navigate	 through	 this	 field	of	 tension	 in	and	 through	 their	knowledge	practices,	 I	
illustrated	how	 they	 listen	out	 for	and	valorize	distinct	 combinations	of	musical	nuances	as	
virtuosity—at	 times	 navigating	 between	 these	 versions	within	 a	 single	 performance.	 This,	 I	
argued,	 once	 again	 illustrated	 the	 necessity	 of	 listening	 beyond	 those	 comfortably	 familiar	
parameters	 of	 structural	 listening.	 An	 audiovisual	 play	with	 the	 normative	 boundaries	 of	 a	
musical	system,	I	argued,	is	one	way	in	which	virtuosity	is	performed.	Strategies	include	a	visual	






The	 intricacies	 that	 musicians	 listen	 out	 for	 and	 claim	 as	 virtuosity,	 as	 the	 final	 chapter	
illustrated,	 cannot	be	 separated	 from	 issues	examined	 in	 the	prior	 chapters.	They	build	on,	







by	 the	 gharānā	musician	 and	 analyzed	 by	 the	 structurally	 listening	musicologist.	 Instead	 of	
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in	 these	pages.	For	example,	 I	have	not	attended	 to	questions	 regarding	a	 listening	out	 for	
musical	form,	structure,	genre,	style,	improvisation,	composition,	and	rhythmic	details.	Several	
elements	 would	 benefit	 from	 exploration	 in	 further	 research.	 First,	 as	 Neuman	 (2004)	 has	
illustrated	 for	 earlier	 periods,	 the	 advent	 of	 recording	 had	 an	 importance	 influence	 on	 the	
audience’s	 listening	 expectations	 and	 norms.	 Of	 the	 many	 potential	 influences	 of	 (the	
possibility	of)	sound	recording	on	the	dynamics	I	examined,	I	have	only	attended	to	a	few.	The	
knowledge	 practice	 of	 learning	 from	 and	 listening	 to	 (old)	 recordings	 from	 now	 deceased	
master	musicians	has	taken	on	new	dimensions	 in	the	digital	age,	and	(especially	combined	
with	 the	 increased	 use	 of	 social	 networking	 sites	 such	 as	 YouTube	 and	 Facebook	 and	




not	 mentioned	 in	 the	 historical	 fragments	 I	 examined,	 and	 with	 the	 notable	 exception	 of	
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